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Preface

The underpinning for this look into Cambridge's futureis the concept of susainability,
defined by the World Commission on Environment and Development as " Mesting the needs
of the present without compromising the ability of future gener ations to meet their own
needs.”

Thevision embodied in this document is conserving, respecting the past, while not
suggesting that land uses in Cambridge remain frozen or static. It recognizes that some
gowth and change can be beneficial to thecity. It builds on the recognition that Cambridge
works and human diversity works. The current mix of urban form, sca e, density and mix of
uses is worth sugaining and enhancing, both in existing nel ghborhoods and commercia
districts, and in the older industrial aress.
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I ntroduction

Cambridge is a dynamic, multi-faceted community that benefits greatly from the diversity of
its citizenry and our interest inpreservingand enhancing the city's unique qudity of life. That
diversity produces a wide range of opinion about what is important to our qudity of life and
has raised many questions about the future growth and development of the city. What makes
our nel ghborhoods specid? How can we maintain avitad economy? What uses are gppropriate
for the city's evolving industria areas? How shall we protect our environment? What kind of
community do wewant Cambridge to be as we enter the next century ?

These questions, and many athers, have prompted much discussion of the city'sphysica
planning and land use issues and the choi ces they raise. In response, the Community
Deveopment Depatment and the Planning Board have undertaken acomprehensivereview
of the land use and planningissues facing Cambridge in the 1990s. T his document is the
product of that review and articulates the Planning Board's vision and planning policies for
the future of our city.

The Growth Policy Document and Process

The Growth Policy document outlines the planning assumptions and policies guiding the
physica planning of Cambridge. The Planning Board will use the document to help make

clear, consistent and fair land use decisions. It is not a formula but a framework for decision-
making, spotlighting the trade-offs necessary to meet a number of public goals. These include
decent and affordable housing, a vibrant economy providing good jobs, an atractive built
environment, plentiful and well-maintained open space and effective transportaion networks
which lessen dependence on the automobile.

The document grew out of discussions between the City Council, the Planning Board and
the Community Development Depatment in the Soring of 1991. At tha time, the Council's
Subcommittees on Economic Development and the Environment asked the Department to
prepare adocument clearly articulatingthe City's growth and planning policies. Previous plans
and ordinances addressed the needs of specific districts, offeringurban design visions for
former industrid areas such as East Cam-



Blewife Revitalization
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Plans for specific districts include the
East Cambridge Riverfront Plan of
1978, the Alewife Revitalization Plan of
1980, and the Cambridgeport Revital-
ization Plan of 1983.

bridge and Alewife, or detailed land use recommendations for residential
neighborhoods, including North Cambridge. Other initidives considered topics
such as open space or commuing and transit use. While consider

able progress was made in specific locaions or topics, a more comprehensive,
coordinated approach was needed to guide the Board's decisons and to ground
planning effortsin a coherent, citywide vision.

A document sdtingout planning assumptions, proposedpolicies,
supporting data and the history of recent land use decisions was subsequently
drafted. Planning Board members and Community Development gaff also
outlined aprocess for involving the community in shgpingthe document.

Aided by Cambridge College, the Board and staff developed a seriesof
workshops dtended by 40 participants. The later included neighborhood
residents, business people and officials fromthecity'singitutions. T he
workshops, which convened in the Soring of 1992, engaged small groups of
participantsin adivedialogue about a seriesof policy aeas. Individual
sessonsfocused on a specifictopic aea: land use, housing, urban design and
open space inditutions, trangortation, and economic development and
employment. Participants comments and ideas were incorporaed intothe dréft
document and submittedto the Planning Board for revision. T he draft
document was also submitted for public review and comment in awidely
digributed newdetter in August 1992.

In September 1992, the discussants reconvenedto focus moreintensively on
housing, economic development and ingitutions, andto placethe policiesin the
context of fiscal limitsand land use.

2 Introduction



Subsequently, the Planning Board reviewed all comments and revisedthe
policies acoordingly. In February 1993,the Board held a public hearingto receive
further comment. Afte final revisons, the document wastransmitted to the City
Council in March 1993. As general agreamentson policies are egablished, the
growth policieswill be implementedthrough a broad range of planning and program
initigives.

Uses and Limitati ons of the Document

Whilethe growth policy document is meant to be comprehensve, it is not amaster
plan nor does it prescribe specific land uses or designsfor pecific stes. Nor can
every policy be applied rigidly or simultaneoudy on every ste. For instance, while
morehousing isadvocaed in formerly industrial areas, aswell asjob creaion in new
and growing industries, the document doesnot stipulate housing and job creation for
every potential sSte It proposes general policies which suggest that goals such asjobs
and housing be considered and met in a sysematic, coordinaed way for the city asa
whole. It amsto clarify the hard choices which mud be made in specific ingances,
but does nat atemptto resolvethem in advance. It does, however, provide a
framework within which these choiceswill be made.

The Growth Policy documet is expectedto aid city agencies and boards,
including the Community Development Department, thecity'splanning agency. The
Department will use the document as a guide, both in itswork with thePlanning
Board and for creating and implementing plans. The documant will not substituefor
exiging local rules such asthe Zoning Ordinance, the Building Code or any other
federal, gaeor municipal law but will patentially influencerelevant changesto these
overtime. Whilethuslimited in scope, it isnot a staic document. The Board expeds
the growth policy document to be a dynamic policy indrument, evolving with annual
reviewsto consider citizen comments and Planning Board experience on gecific
issues and projeds.






Part I.
Per spedives

To create a visionfor the future of Cambridge itisimportant firg to
understand the historyand context of the community's land use and planning
decisions. That understanding gives a per spective on the choices the city has
made and the issues facing Cambridge today. It dlowsusto create a vision
for the city's future and enables usto consider carefully the policy choices and

trade-offs that will hdp the city achieve that vision.
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1. Cambridge in Context

Cambridge, Massachusetts ishometo 95,802 pasonstightly packed into 6.3
square miles. (Inthe lagt Census, only five cities over 75,000 in population

were denser.) Its densty affords resdents arich ocial and architectural mix,
which finds thriving commercial centers cheek by jowl with village-like
resdential digrids.

The dregscgpe and urban paten of Cambridge have evolved from
three and ahalf centuries of development, dating with the 1630 sdtlement of
Newtowne in presat day Harvard Square as the colonial seat of government
and learning. Indugtrial hubs and villages would subsequently grow up around
Cambridgeport, Eag Cambridge, and lae, the clay pits and stockyards of
North Cambridge and Alewife. T hetight weave of roads and "village" form is
at times an uneasy fit with modern city adtivities, such as automobhile travel
and office-based enterprises. Themix of old and new, of tradition and change
continuesto give Cambridge its unique samp and also presats hard choices
asthe city facesthe final decade of this century.

Cambridge isin actuality many communities. within its boundaries, it
contains a multitude of achitecures, neighborhoods, ethnic and socia
groups, and political persuasons. Mod importantly, it is perceived and
expeienced differently by its diverse inhabitants. There isthe Cambridge of
Harvard Square's academics and professionals, and ancther lived in by police
and fire fighters who dwell nearby in North Cambridge triple deckers. Sill
another isinhabited by immigrants and others of modest means blocks away
intheRindge Towers, or by homeless men and women along Massachusetts
Avenue. This diversty helps dtrad people to cities. A city's well-being
depends on a common experience, a shared commitment to dwelling in a

place and making it better .

Cambridge's contrastshave sharpened over time. Over half of itsresdents
over 25 have earned college or advanced degrees, ye one in Sx have not
finished high school, and over onein five high sthool students drop out in a
four year period. T he city contains a higher proportion of professonalsthan
the Bodon metropoliten area, but it also contains a greater percentage of
children in poverty. Asthe economic base hasretooled from making footwear
and furnitureto software and pharmaceuticals, many remain left ou, laking
sufficient skills and educationto prosper.



Where one out of three res dents could count on goodsprodudion (factory and congrudionwork) to mekealiving in
1950, slightly more than onein ten are 0 empl oyed today. Educati on, health and other profess onal services employ the
greatest share of Canbridge res dents.

Thecity's diversity is also asourceof culturd richness and vitdity. Morethanonein five Cambridge residents is foreign
bom. Students from64 nationdities attend thepublic schodls. Their families speak 46 different languages. An out-of-town
vigtor might betregedto a Greek festivd or a Caribbean galaon the same weekend. On any norning the scents of Portuguese
bakeries and fish marketsgreet padesrians d ong Canbridge Stred. Over 28% of al| residents identify themsel ves as non-
White or Hispanic, conpared to five percent in 1950. The fastes growing minority, Asians, neally tripledthdr shareofthe
population inthe past decade.

Cantbridge is acity of contrasts, as shown by
thes e views of Harvard Square and the
three Rindge Towers in Alewife.

Cambridge in Context



Other demographi ctrends point to Cambri dge's uni que charader, as well as to patems ocaurring
nati onwi de. One quarter of the popul &ion is enrolled in cdlege. In afiveyear period, over onethirdofthe
population tumsover. Fewer Cambridge households contan children. In 1950, onein four residents were
under age 18, whilein 1990, just onein seven were under 18. Today, under 8,000 households, or 20%,
ind ude children; more than twi ce that number are occupi ed by single peopl eliving alone. childrenunder four
have made something of acomeback in thepas decade, however. Whilefamily andindividud incomes have
been rising, even after inflation, onein threesing e motherswith children under 18livesin poverty -afigure
tha has changed littlein decades.

In conparisonto many other communiti es, Cambridge benefits froma high degree of partid paion by
itsresidentsin awide range of civic affai rs. Each neighborhood has itsown paliticd and civic organi zati ons,
and few changes in the built environment ocaur without some formo f organi zed comment or intervention.
People care passionaely about the quality of the socid and physcal environment -end disagree at times with
equd passon. Thereis asense of civic duty whid results in aresponsivelocd govemment. People donot
simply ciiticize they actto influencethe outame of deci sionstha affect their lives.

Canbridge blendstradition and changein equd parts, sometimes in thesame building or i nsti tuti on.
Nearly as dd asthecity itself, Harvard Universty and its academi ¢ community bring both the sdlidity of
tradition andtheflux of new idess andinventions. MIT stradd esthis divide, aswell. High technology firms
spun off by MIT and Harvard occupy the former factory buildings which spesk to avanishel tradition of
manufacturing prom nence. { Canbridge was oncethe Commonwed th'ssecond largest indugtrid center.)
These renovated buil dings, such asOne Kendd| Sjuare, formerly the Boston Woven Hose factory, illugrate
the city's newfound prom nencein cutting edgeindustries such as biotedhnology, computer software and
optics. They a0 point to the continuity of knowledgelinking Cambridgepas and present.

This attractively landscaped plaza w hich is the focus for
ground fl oor retail at One Kendall Square was carved out
of the complex of industrial buildings which made up the
Boston Woven Hos e factory.

Cambridge in Context 9



Thecity's housing stock is ablend of old and new a well. Residentid building styles range fromthe Tory-era
mansions of Brattl e Street to the modern brick goartment high rises along Harvard Stred. Turn of the century two and
three-decker apartments and smilar wood-framed dwellings are a feature of many neighborhoods. Single-family
houses on larger lots predominaein much of Wegt Carbridgewhile multi-family structures are more comnmon in the
city's denser northem and eastem sedions. High demend for this stock and the city's appea to an increasngly
profess onal, higher inacome populad on drove up home prices and rents in the past decade. While an unusudly large
subset of the stock is protedted from the market by subsidies or rent control, nost units which enter the market are
either unaffordabl eor inaccess bleto the mgj ority of potential home buyers and renters, espedally low-or moderate-
income families. Cambridge remains acity of renters (30% of households are owner-occupied, conpared to 60% of
al units countywide), though homeownership increased by onethird in the pas decade, due mainly to construction
and conversion of condomi niums. Thiswas the largest jump in ownership in 40years.

10 Cambridge in Context



C
ities such as Carbridge are uniquel aboratori es of socid andtechnicd innovation. Inc. megazine
recently dubbed East Canbridge "the mogt entrgpreneurid place onEarth, " in part becauseover
17,000 jobs were created hereduring thelag tento fifteen years. Canbridgeis an engineof
innovation not Snply becauseofits grea instituti ons, but because of its ability to bring people
together to exchangeideas and meke things hgppen. Thisis an atribute of all gred cities, but
speda caremust betaken topreserve and build onthose amenities and publicspaces which meke
Canbridge agood place for collegiality and conversaion. The bd ance of tradition andinnovation
isafragilebutvita one.

Cambridge in Context 11






2 . Higorical Back ground

Beforeoutliningthe planning assumptions and policiesin the areas of land
use, housing, transportation, economic devel opment, open space, and urban design,
abroader perspectiveis presented. Much of what the City encouraged in the 1980s
as devel opment and planning policy was an outgrowth of decisions made and efforts
undertaken in the decade before. Those efforts in turn were initiated in response to
the lessons learned in the decade before that. Some historicd perspective heps to
explan how the City evolved itsset of planning assumptionsand how thepolicies
that grew out of those assumptions can be profitably dtered to servethe city better
in the decades tha lie ahead.

Thelae 1950s and 1960s are important to consider because much of what
transpired in subsequent decades, and what is occurring even today, is inresponse to
actions taken and policies established in those decades. Each subsequent decade
assumed a definable character that, when revisited, hd ps illuminate the circumstances
that shape our decisions today. Ineach decade, the changes in the demographic
character of the city's popul aion, in the evolution of its economic base, inthe
changing character of land use, housing, and theinstitutions and inthe evolving
modes of transportation can be traced and ther impact on today's policy dscussions
understood.

This sketch of Old Cambridge (1745)
shows theoriginsof the familiar

dree patemn of Havard Square.
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The 19508 and the 19608- Trending Downward

Indicators of Decline
As we look forward from these decades, and particularly from 1960 onward, the future of the City of

Cambridge did not look nearly as secure as it might from our vantage point in 1993. The city's population
peaked in 1950 and each succeeding census would record a further decline. That decline reflected the
national trend to suburbanization of the urban popu ations of the older central cities after World War 1l and
the declining size of the family in later decades, compounded in Cambridge by the special

influence of the large educational institutions and their distinctive populations. While young families and
the financially upwardly mobile moved to the suburbs a parallel trend was clearly evident: the wholesale
flight of the economic base of the city as the old industries that filled the brick factories of Kendall Square
and Cambridgeport left Cambridge for distant suburbs, or for different regions of the country. The loss of
Lever Brothersin Kendall Square was a hallmark; later Simplex Wire and Cable Company abandoned
Cambridgeport. The former has been replaced by Technology Square, the paradigm for what would later
prove to be the new Cambridge economy. The vacant Simplex Wire siteis only now beginning to be
occupied with what may prove to be the economic engine of the 1990s: biotechnology and other rarefied
forms of research and manufacturing. Major employment sectors were being lost but it was not clear in
these early decades what would replace them, either as job providers or taxpayers. Furthermore, those
enterprises which remained in Cambridge found it difficult to thrive given tight capital and financing
constraints. At the time the only growth industry was the education of other peopl€'s children at the two

major institutions of higher learning, Harvard and MIT.

14 Historical Background



Theflight of its young and progperous popul &ion and the loss of the mgj or €l ements of the

oldindustrial economi c base had seriousii

mplications finand ally for the Gity. Fromthe

pergoective of the recent past it is easy to forget how precarious the financing of local

government had bemmein the 19605 and

19705 and that two-thirds of the burden of financing

City serviceswas bornby theres dential segment of the city's tax base.

Redevel opment asa Solution

It i's not surprising then tha in thosedecades the dty andits phydcal fabric werevieved as

antiquated andin need of renewal . The dense res dentia neighborhoods which are 0 vd ued

today werethen vieved as cramped anachroni sirs. Theintricateweave of narrow stregslooked

very claustrophobicin anew age wherethe autonobilewas ganing ascendancy.
It is no surprise d@ther tha the decadeof the 19605 saw the esablishment of the Cambridge
Redevd opment A uthority. Thevis on of the decadewas expressed explidatly in severa

doauments published by theA uthority and its predecessor agend es, onelamentingthe

hopel esdy outdated charadter ofthecity's

tripledecker nd ghborhoods and the vitd needto

renew -thatis demolish -them Another envis onedthe day when the center of Harvard Square

wouldbeflanked by office towers in the nold of the now emerging Kendall Square. Their early

efforts, asillustraed by theresdentia bui

Iding at 221 Mt. Aubum Street, pronoted the vig on of

oldneighborhoods replaced by anew contenporary development pattern of more efficient land

usein large buildings gecifically designed to accommodate the automobil e.

envisioned a dramatically transformed Square,

I'n 1968, the Cambridge Redevelopnent Authority ﬁ-;): ~ -

including four high-rise towers. Harvard Yard isin

the foreground.

Hidorical Baclkground
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Thisimage from the 1955 Cambridge Capital
Improvement Program illustrates a different
attitude toward the automobile than we have
today.

Zoning Amendments
Refl ecting thenew redlity as wdl was the Zoning Ordinance adopted in 1960. It, and many

subsequent changes to thedoaument through the 1960s and much of the 1970s, refl ected the
prevaling notiontha higher densities were desireble as an incentiveto redevelopthe ol der
neighborhoods through private renewval and, in part, to accommodate the expans onist vigor
evident at lesst in the city's two mgj or i nsti tuti onsof higherlearning. These were the decades
when new programs were being devel oped at the naiond levd to help inner cities overcometheir
new found obsol escence, through urban renewal , housing subsidies, and modd cities. Subgtantid
portionsof A gassi z, Mid-Carrbri dge and Camrbridgeport were rezoned to increase s gnifi cantly
the all owed density of devd opment, to alevel aliento theseneighborhoods as they then existed.
Harvard Street between Harvard and Central Sjuares i ssprinkled withthe brick produds of tha
vigon;large, bloky, apartment buil di ngs repl acing one or more wood frame homes and skirted
by orperched upon an ample supply of parking. Some of the highest and densest housing inthese
years enpl oyed one or other of the severd housing subsidy prograns avail ebleto gemtheflow of
peopleout ofinner cities.

Rise of the Automobile

Oneoftheprind pd agents of the changing patterns of development in the 1960s, the autonobil e,
was receivingits due. While we troubl eourselves today with thegrowing pressof cars on all daty
streds, it i's essy to forget that ad xlane expressway {theinnerbdt) was proposed to march down
Brookline Stred in Cambridgeport, cross Massachusets Avenue & Centrd Square andboreits
way through the Area Four and Wellington-Harti ngton ne ghborhoodsin aheadlong rush to join
thesmilarly configured Route Two extension. That extens on wasto coursethrough North

The Belt Fxpressway, if built omn the route of Brookline
Street, would act as a buffer between residential and
industrial districts. %ee C7-6, next pare.
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Cambridge, dong wha isnow theman commuter rail line out of Porter Square, and meet
the inner bet in agrand interchange in Somerville. Smultaneously, the Meropolitan
Transit Authority (now known as theMBT A) was slipping into dedline,

The 19708 -I ndpient Revival

TheHighriseas Exemplar

Theformer Commonweal th Energy building at 669 MassachusettsAvenuein Central Square
was the commercial development vision for Cambridgein the 1960s and early 1970s. At the
extreme, Rindge Towers, or more benignly 295 Harvard Sreet, or the several elderly housing
towers congrudedthroughout the dty, reflected thehoud ng vision for tha same period. It is
this vison tha formed the redevd opment plan for Kendall Squarewhich is d owly emerging
into reality at Cambridge Center today. Itis a visiontha could be easily accommodated in
many of the zoning districts esteblished or continued inthe 1960 zoning ordinancerevision.
FromNorth Point on the esstely edge of the city to the tip of Canbridgeport at the Cottage
FarmBridge, an unbroken bandof Industry B zoning permitted conmercial devd opment of
almost any kind with few condraints, andno hdghtlimt. Central, Havard, Porter, Inman and
Trolley Squares weredmilarly unregulated at the same high dendty except that indugtrid uses
generdly werenot permitted. Similarly permissive zoning could beidertified in many
residentid neighborhoods of the city aswdl. Despitetha permisdve zoning and some new

commercia devel opment, as at Technology Square, the economic vulnerability of the

city continued to deepen. No d ear successor to theold industrial economy was on thehorizon.

The Revival Strategy
TheKendd| Sjuarereneval arearemained vacant. Theindudrid areas in East Carbridge, Alewife, and Cambridgeport
continued todeteriorae as margind uses began ocaupyingthe gpacel eft by the departing indugtries.

Intha depressed economic environment, the City began to search for adraegy to revitalize its
economy and secure atax base to easethe burden on city homeowners and san the decline of the
city'sfinancial health. The grategy chosen was to make comprehensive plans for selected declining
indugtrial areasto atradt those activitiestha could find an inne city locaion acceptable. It was also
hoped tha acomprehensive planning effort would make it possible to secure some of the growing
array of subsidy and economic incentive programs developed by the federal government to help
ailing local communitiesrevitalizetheir economies.

Hidorical Baclkground 17



Most peopl e were unaware thatthere was a Lechmere
Canal in the 19705, when itwas a derelict body of water
surrounded by parking lots and for mer industrial uses.

Eagt Canbridge and Alewife were initidly chosen for those plaaning efforts, in part

because thepaotentid side effects of the proposed new development could be contained
most easily with thelesst dismuption to resdential neighborhoods. In thelatter years of
the decade, the Gty produced two plan and policy doaurments for those repective aress,
in 1978 for East Cambridge and in 1979 for Alewife. As aconpanion to those planning
efforts, the City adopted thefirg significant downzoning of an anachronistic Industry B
area, reducing the density of permitted development and ingituting many deailed
contral s by whicdh the Gty could shgpe thediredion of any privae development in the
study aress. It isinpart arefl ection of the gateof the city and regiond econony even as
late as1978 that such asignificant reduction in devd opment potential was accepted by
property ownerswith only nodest protest.

Residential Revival -Further Rezoning
Earlier and perhgps | essdrametically, ather changes were ocaurringin the city's

residentid neighborhoods. Peopl e were beginning to come back to Cambridgeto live
these were not exactly the samefamilies who left inthe 1950s and 1960s, and these
newmers viewel the old né ghborhoods and commercial centerswith amore
approving eye. The "1960s" versions of development were vieved with disdain and,
beginning after m d-decade, agrowingtrend can be deected in therecord of citizen
sponsored, and attimes City ponsored, rezoning pditions reversing, areaby area, the
incressed dendty and devd opment potential of thelandmerk zoning revis on adopted a
decade earlier in 1960.

18 Higorical Background



The establishment of rent contrd in Cambridgein 1969 ill ustraesthe conpl exity of the
demographi ¢ trends shaping thefuture city .Adoptedin reponseto low vacancy rates and
spiraling rents throughout the 1960s, it is d ear tha the city and its housing sodk was not
being abandoned; raher the suburban working and mdd e cl ass families were be ng repl aced
by others formi ng adifferent kind of household, of singl e persons and unrelaedindividuds,
frequently assod ated with the educaion indugtry growing so dramaticdly in Cambridge and
Boston. Two-thirds of the rental hous ng stock, about twenty thousand (20,000) units, were
initially affected by the adoption of rent contral .

In 1973 commercial Inman Square was rezoned; urtil that dateit waspermissble, if
physically unlikdy, to congrud a 669 Massachusetts A venue buil ding in tha ne ghborhood
square. In 1973 and 1974 substantial portionsofthe Agass z neighborhood were downzoned;
Mid-Cambridge fol lowed quidkly in1975 with reductions in dendty al ong Broadway and
Harvard Street. In rgpid success on other mgj or downzonings were adopted: Porter Sjuarein
1977, lower res dential Cambridgeport inthe sameyear, large areasof industrial and
residentid North Canbridgein 1978, most of theindustrial portions of East Canmbridgein
thesameyear. In 1979the Havard Square Overlay Didrid was aloptel, establishing he ght
limtstherefor thefirg time.

The Harvard Sguare Owerlay District was
refined in 1986 to recognize the special
characteristics of six subdistricts and to
encourage historic preservation.

Higorical Baclkground
19



New Transportation Directions

Early on, the decade began to bear the fruitsof the growing opposition to major
metropalitan highway congrudion, planned as far back as 1948 and advancing strongly in
the 1960s. Protes throughout the region pronpted astete moratoriumon limited access
highway congrudionwithin Route128in1969; in1972, after several years of study the
inner belt and the Route Two extension into Canrbridge fromAlewifewereofficially
deleed fromthe statés regional transportaion plan. In acompanion action, the Stae
committed itselfto mgjor extensions of the MBT A trandt systemincluding oneonthe
Red LinefromHarvard Squareto Adington. The perennia problemofcommercia traffic
on the greets of Rivers de and East Canbridge, andthe boomin commercia devd opment
in Havard Square, Alewife, and to alesser extent Porter Sjuare, keenly felt in the 1980s,
have bean influenced inpart by the transportaiondecisons medein theealy years of the
decade before.

Trendsinto the 1980's -The New Prosperity

By the end of the 1970s anunber of trendswere clearly discemible. A gahering

mo mentumwould propel those trends head onginto the next decade, acconpanied by an
unprecedented levd of regional prasperity. The 1980swould highlight the complexity of
managing and ba ancing the conseguences of an exceptiondly high levd of economic
activity in the private iommercial econorny. The decadewould also bring with it many
extraordinary opportunities to enhance the public realmthat only progperity, and the
levergge andincomethat flow fromit, meke possible.

Neighborhood Protection

One of the nmost significant trends was the expandi ng effort to proted all existing
residentid neighborhoods in the dty such that theirphyd cal fabric would bestéabilized and
exi sting hous ng stodk preserved; new devd opment was intendedto bepermitted only &
prevdling densities. The early downzonings in severd ne ghborhoods hase been noted.
Similar rezoningsin more areas and with greaer refinement continued throughout the
1980s. Thefirst townhouse ordinance, in 1976, and subsequent refinementsin 1979 and
1989 were adopted precisely to encouragesmal l-scd ed, new devd opment cormpatible with
exi sting neighborhood devd opment patterns. The speda authority sought by Canbridge
and granted by thelegidaturein 1979 to control ingitutiond uses was notivated by the
same objective prevention of whol esal e disruption, if not destruaion, of residentid
neighborhoods by the expansion of i nstituti onal uses intothem The Institutiond Use
Regul ati ons amendment to the Zoning Ordinance, adoptedin 1981, implementedthe
authori zati on grantedin 1979. Adoption of the Denolition Ordinancein 1979 and of the
Mid-Canbridge and Hdf Crown Conservation Districts in 1985 and 1984 regpectivdy are
elements of tha same effort.
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Commerdid Densities Reduced
A second trend was the genera redudion in the density of development alowed in the

commercial and industria aress of the city. As noted above, the redudions adopted in East
Canbridge and Alewifewerein furtheranceof policy and urban design plans published by the
City. Similar enalyses would lead to redudions along northem Massachusets Avenue and
upper Cambridgeport and in Centrd Squarein the 19805. The process continued intothe 19905
with an extensve gudy and rezoning in lower Canbridgeport, a second look at East
Canbridge, and alook at the futureof Alewife.

e, RESIdENtil CONStruction activity was
i=——— commonplace throughout the city in the 19805.
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The CanbridgeSide Gdleria at the heart of the Riverfront was revieved exten-
sively by the community over severd years; the cd |l eboraive venturewith the City
i'srecognized as anational model for harmoniang good public and private desgn.
In addition, the devd oper participated in the cregion of Charles Pak and helps
meintain the public park system; the shuttle bus program helps dleviae traffic

congegtion; and significant jobs and taxes benefit the community.
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Protecting thePublic Interest

A thirdtrend inthe area of |land use regul &ion was the continually expanding role
ofthe publicin reviening and shaping privatedevd opment inthe city. With the
establishment of anew planned unit devd opment procedurein 1977 and the
adoption of aparallel reguirement for townhouse and nultifamily hous ng about
the sametime, the City and its citizens have had an increas ng opportunity to
revien and shgpe new devd opment in Canbridge. That trend has accel erated and
deepened throughout the decade with more and more development requiring
speda permit goprovd. Sinceisuingitsfirst Planned Unit Devd opment Specid
Permit in September of 1979, the Planning Board alonehas cond dered atotal of
ni nety-one applicaions for development gprovd, ranging inscalefromthe
waiver of the signlimitaion regul aions on Alewife Brook Parkway to the request
for approvd of a1,000000 square foot retdl, offi ce, and hous ng mixed-use
devd opment in Eag Cambridge. Littl e more than adecade ego, each of those
speda permit projects could have been congtruded without any publicprocess
and with little publicor community opportunity to we gh the merits and demerits
associ aed with the proposal, to seaure necessary public benefits, andto reverse
the courseof atruly harmful scheme.
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3. The Changing Context for
Growth and Development

The past decade was atime of unprecedented growth. Cranes and congruction crewsbecame a
familiar sight in many neighborhoods and commercial areas. When the dust d eared, over eight
million square feet had been addedto the city's commercia landscape. Sleek offi ce and research
headquarters ocaupied once derdid parking lots in theEag Canbridgeriverfront. Kendall Square
mirrored the Bogon skyline (on asmaller scde) in its high-rise hotels and offi ce towers.

Theindudrid trads of Canbridgeport and Al ewife became home to hundreds of cutting
edgereseardh firms and consul tants. Nearly two thousand unitsof houd ng, primerily geared tothe
upper income merket, were erected, most of themin previously non res dential zones.

In contradt, | ess than two million square feet of commercia development was conmpl eed
between 1960 and 1980. Today, few large projects areinprogress or under review. Most building
permits granted are for small restaurant additions or renovations and additions tothe ingitutions.
A largenunber of new condomi niums remain unsol d, vacent or held by invesor owners.Portions
of mgjor prgects inthe development districts (Alewife, Universty Park, L echmere Canal) remain
on hold. L enders, wary after the over extend onsof the 1980s, have pull ed back cond derebly,
meking it very difficult for new or growing enterprises to financereal estéte or operations. Large
anchor empl oyers such asL otus Devd opment have contenplated moving someor al of their
enployment base to cheaper, nore spad ous suburban stes. Theroll cdl of promi s ng technol ogy
start-ups who are be ng lured by | ess expensive locati ons is increas ng. Unenployment, long
burdening blue-callar and | esser-skilled workers, now plagueswhite-all ar profess onals such as
engineers. Because of lower commercial and industria property values, homeowners' share of the
tax burden has begunto creepup agan.
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Whileafew projeds are on the boardsor proposed for thenext decadeor so,
Canbridgeis unlikdy to experience adevd opment boomon a1980s scal e anytime
soon. The conmbinaionof ahot private market, federal and state funding for
infrastructure, and adecade-long planning process are not likdy to be repeated
often. In addition, popul ation growth for the next twenty yearsis expected to be
steble or nodest at best, codling | arge demands for new residentid congtrudion.
Wha issues and | essons for growth policy are suggested?

Public Bendits

First, devd opment, while cleally disruptive in some aspects, bringsdefinite
benefits. Thecity averaged onethousand new jobs peryear. According to asurnvey
of 91 Cambridge employers, neally dl job growth occurred in cormpanies
established 9ncel975, and themgjority of that 9nce1985. Unenployment at one
pointwas d most non existent, falling to two percentin 1987. In such conditions,
jobs outnumbered avail abl e workers, pushingup wages for evenlow-<killed, entry
levd positions. Physicd i mprovements such a housing and parks graced areas long
under used or vacant. The resurgent commercial revenue base aut homeowners'
share of property taxes to onethird.

Therel ative proerity of the 1980s, hamessed to long-term desgn plans for the
former industria districts, injected Canbridge with reneved vigor and greder
latitude over its future.

Community | dentity

Rapid growth brought its share of negatives as wdl. Rapid development changes
the physicd look and feel of aplacequickly, meking itlessfamiliar. For exanple,
"Momand pop" busd nesses long patronizedin and ghborhood may disgpear or,
new peopl e, someti mes of different socid or ethnic backgrounds, may replace
long-termresidents. For many, this can be di sorienting, even frightening.

Taming the Automobile

During thel1980s, residents mired in traffic snarl s became esped aly incensed &
new development, even if the problemwas al 0 traceabl e to rigng car ownership
anong city and regiond res dents and motorists crossing Canbridge to reach
deginations in Bogton or the suburbs.

Fromthis drameti c incresse in automobil e traffic, an i mportant | esson grew,
the wamingtha the community must manage use of the autonobile. Absent a
willingness to tatdly sucaunmb to the demands of the car, the city is very vulnereble
to anincressed level of auto usage and dependengy: itsvery charader as adense
but humanely scded environment, wakabl ethrough is length and breadth, is
threaenad shouldthe car truly gain ascendancy.
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Thedecade did demonstrae, however, that red options areavailable. Detdl ed traffic mitigaion
planning was required of severd large and small devd opments approved for construction: University Park,
Alewife Center, the CambridgeS de Gdleiaretdl mall, and severd smaller devel oppmentsinHarvard Square
and East Cambridge. Supported by a City commitment to pronote such efforts with the hiring of aComnuter
Mobility Coordinator, first impressions and ealy resultssuggest that interes and sel f-interes onthe part of
the privae sedor meke aprogramof a ternate mohility throughout the city areal possibility for thefuture.
Canbridgeis expecidly favored to make such an effort successful given its compact g ze, rel ati vedensity,
and aready extens ve nework of public trangportati on ind uding seven transit sati ons that now servethecity.

Parking

As acorollary to the concern with traffic and congestion, the issue of parking, quantity and
availability rose to the forefront of public policy discussions. Although costly to build and diffi cult
to integrae physicdly into existing commerciad and residentia environments without significant
visud and physicd disruption, any parking suppied inevitably invites acar to fill it, intensifying
the city's dreedy difficult traffic problem. As the decade advanced, a more refined parking

regul ation seemed to be a necessary and useful step to tame thetraffi c and congestion problem.

The Galleria Shuttle, a result of private-
public partnership, isa resounding
success. Itsfirst year (1991) it carried over
a quarter million people though East
Cambridge to connect with the Red and
Green Lines. In its secondyear, it carried
some 350,000 people.

. Controversy surrounding the One Kendall
Square paking garage illugrates the
problems tha can be rdased by ngor
parking structures.
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Matching Land Useto the Character of Cambridge

Other informetion of val ue can be gleanad fromthe experiences of the
19805. It isdear tha Cambridgeis more suitabl e as alocaion for some uses
than others and, although the market isval atile, playing tothe city's srengths
wouldbe awise course. Fromatraffic perspective d one, pure general offi ce -
tha istheadminidrative, employee-intend ve fundions suc as banks and
insurance companies -should belimited to those locaions closeto trandt or
well rempved fromresi dential neighborhoods sotha ther mgjor contribution
to pek hour conmuter traffic can be moderated or contained. Altematdy the
start-up company, the research and devd opment enterprise that might develop
alineof prototypicd manufacturing, would appear to be a Cambridge
spedalty.

Much of the commercia space in East Canbridge has been occupied by
firms only recently bom in Cambridge and successful beyond any possble
prediction. Thefirms occupying the gpace in the evolving University Park
complex fit a similar profile. This breed of enterprise is particularly wel
servad by a wide range of phydca plant from renovated old industria
buildingsto spedally designed space in new congrudion. The traffic ben-
efits of such uses -fewer peopleoverdl and fewer trips in the congested
peak conmuter hours -are an added benefit. There are certain uses, which
asthey evolveto ever greaterdependence on heavy industrial trudk use, as
for instance digribution facilities, probably have no approprige place to
locaein Canrbridge.

New Housing in New Neighbor hoods

Ass the opportuniti es for significant nev housing congrudionwere forecl osed
in the exiging res dential neighborhoods through the successive rezonings
adopted inthe 19705 and 19805, the 19805 denmonstraed the feasibility of
new housing construction, if sometimes at higher dengties, in traditionally
non residentid areas. Severd factors, ind uding effective planning, as
denondrated in Eag Cambridge, rel aively benign locati ons & inthe narrow
indudria corridors dong therailroal right-of-way in North Cambridge, and a
very vigorous market whic seemed toguarantee the sd e of any unittha
could bebuilt, contributed to the construction of large nunbers of housing
unitsin aress whichhad been optimistically zoned for residertid useinthe
late 19705. Rivercourt, GravesL anding and The Esplanadein East
Canbridge, were congrudedin an areacarefully planned and supported by
mgj or publicinvesgments whic hd ped totransformtheindugrid
environment toone morefavorableto resdential use. The Pavil -
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ion & 176 Gore Stred, 217 and 218 Thorndike Stred, 71 Fulkerson Street

in East Cabridge, 129- 205 Richdale Avenue in Neighborhood 9, and 282 Sdney Stred in
Canbridgeport were al privatedevd opments made feasible by the private housng market in
wha would have been mnsidered very margind residentid locations in earlier decades.

Reviewing Land Use Policy

The decade also denmonstraed the wi sdomof peri odi ¢ review of public

land usepadlicy. The emerging Canbridge Centerin Kendd| Sjuareis aphyscal
manifestation of aplan adopted inthe 1970swhich itsdfwas undoubtedy arefl ection of the
conventiond wisdomfor urban renewd areas formul ated the decade before. Recent
experience mght suggest some ateraion to that planto ensuregreater uanvitality through a
broader mix of uses.

The East Cambridgeplanisitsdfin part arevidonistvien of the conventiond urban
devd opment wisdomof the 1960s, also conceivedin the 1970s but not executed fully for ten
years. It vividlyillustraes that even
reduced devdopment potential {both Eas Canbridge and Kendall Square represent
significant reductionsin potential devd opment fromthat whicdh prevail ed before the rezonings
in each aress) can in spedfic circumstances result in very large development.

The plentiful new congrudionthroughout the dty inthe 1980shas illugrated forcefully
thebulk potential laent in many of the city's aurrent zoning digtrids, even thosethé refl ect
redudions acconmplished in the1970s. The decade's devd opment also indi cates that bulk alone
is not the only relevant consideration. To assure abetter fit betweenthe new and theold,
considerati ons of des gn, meteria s, more subtl e refinements of hei ght and bulk and dispostion
on thelot areaso vitdly inportart.

Main Street in Kendall
Squareis animated by
ground floor activity

at the Food Court and other
retail uses around the main

plaza
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Financia Rewards

Finally thefinancid consequences of the 1980s development boom nmust

be highlighted. Seriously congrained at the opening of the decade dueto a sagnant
tax base and Propostion 2 1/2, the City had s gnificantly improved itsfinandal
circumstances by thelate1980s. By 1991, two-thirds of the city's property tax burden
was borneby the commercial sector. Aslaeas 1981 thé ratio was a mog precisely
reversal, with res dential property ownerspaying three-quartersof the property tax
bill.

Throughout the1980s, the City was abl e to take meximum advantege of all date
and the dwinding number of federal prograns availableto advanceits palicy
objectivesinhousng, park development and renovaion and recongrudion of long-
negl ected infrastructure whil e continui ng the many soda and educational programs
centrd tothe City's misson to serveits residernts.

The environment for growth policy hes dtered dramaticdly. Today's dower
pace of growth affords a breathing ace to take fodk of past and present
devd opment and craft avision for the future. With fewer projedsproposed orin the
works, itisagood timeto step back fromthe 'bricks
and nortar' and consder the socid and phydcal context of devel opment and its future
shgpeanddiredion. It is both an opportunity and an inperative, givenwidespread
concems with the negaiveinpacts of recent growth, andthe different probl ems
posed by astdlel development climate. With fewer federal and stae resources
availableto finance amenities and shgpe development postivdy, the City bears a
greater burden of respond bility to finance services, to promote economic
devd opment andto meet environmental goals. Canbridgeis lagely built-up, except
forits ol der indugtrid areas, incread ng thar inportance as aresource and high-
lighting the necessity to choose the new uses and patterns of developmentthere
carefully.
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Now isagood timeto explore how emnom c development and environmentd protedion and
management can beinterrelaed raher than conmpeting goals. To this end, an inportant guiding
concept is sugainahility. Susainabl e devd opment means vial egrowth measured by good jobs and
incressed community wedth, not just redistri bution of resources. In addition, thegod isbetter
qudity of lifefor all citizens, measured by investments in culturd and other public sevices, in
children, the elderly, and dl segmentsof the community. The environment should beinmproved
through beter ar andwater quality and enhanced recregiond and aulturd opportunities. In sum,
invesments should be made tha improveboth the economy andthe quality of life for the
community.
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4 . Growth Policy Workshops

Between February and September 1992, the Planning Board conducted a
series of five, three hour workshops to dicit awiderange of public opinion
about the many planning issues of concern for Cambridge today and in the
future Forty individuds from across the city, representing the

ne ghborhoods, the institutions and the busness community, participated
activey in these discussions. Each of the first three workshops included a
discussion of two planning topics Issues, proposed policies and supporting
materid s were given to the participants in advance to assist themin
preparing for the discussions. At therequest of the participants, two addi-
tiona workshops were hdd to dlow further exploration of the issues and
proposed policies.

Wha foll owsis asynopsis of the workshop topi cs and comments. The
Planning Board has reviewed dl of the comments fromthese sessions and used
themto hdp shapeavidon for the future of Cambridge and policiesto esSg the
Cityin achieving that vision.

The Conmunity D evd opment

Department prepared
wor kshop materials that wa'e

digributed to participants. A
series of policy questions
cover e a widerangeof
issues, andr el evant data was

appended.
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Transportation

In all of the mg or planning decisions of the | ast decade, transportéation,

and patiaulaly automobil e traffic, has been acentrd concem and hasproduced much debae.
Growth paligy disaussions considered dty-sponsored means to change the mode of travel {sing e
occupangy vehicles vs. other means, including bicyding orwalking), movement into and out of the
city andwithin itsboundaries, protecti on of nei ghborhoods fromcar and truck traffic and regiond
effortstoimproveairqudity.

Summary of Comments

Discussions grappled with how to protect the quality of neighborhood life from traffic
impacts while enabling needed levd s of economic growth. A recurring theme was the
regiond naure of theissue and the means of responding to it, paticularly in light of the
deve opment of a new/amended State Implementation Plan { SIP) to respond to federd
Clean Air Act mandates. Other factors outside the city's direct control indude agencies
such asthe MBTA and the high percentage of non residents commuting to work in Carrbridge.
Differences arose over whetherto emphas ze requirements, such as in restricting car use and
parking spaces, or incentives to reward ded red transit behavior.

There was broad support for City investment intransportaion alterngivessuch as jitneys,
vanpooling and shuttles; bicyding; and land use polid eswhich enaourage non auto nmobility and
concentraion of mxed used development closeto transt staions. Mandaory regul ati onsof car
trave shouldbe executedonly aspart of aregional effort, with the Gty taking theleadin Stae
noves to craft aregiond policy. Support was a s voiced for public- privae coopergion in
devd oping Trangportation Management Organi zations to pronmote dtemative trandgt programs such
as

34 Growth PolicyWor kshops



carpooling and employee educati on. Some partid pants stressed use of i ncentives or
"carrots" to lessen theburden on bus ness otherswere concemedtha "residentonly™
hiring initiatives were overly narrow. Regarding nd ghborhood traffi ¢ i mpacts, comments
supported existing policies concemingone way streets, roadway i mprovements and other
meansto divert cars and trudks. Given the City's limited authority, aregiond goods
movement planis neededto routetrudks around rather than through neighborhoods.

Housing

The cregtion, preservation, qudity, and aford ability of the city's housing stock
arevitd dements of the dity's fabric and contribute greatly to the city'ssocd and
physicd diversity. Yet responding to diverse housing needs while preserving the
physicd character of existing neighborhoods poses significant chdlenges.
Resources for producing new housing are scarce, dueto federd and state
cutbacks and the shortage of vacant land outside of former industrid areas.
Discussants considered whether the latter could accommodate residentid uses;
aso discussed were how to bdance existing densities with incentives to cregte
affordable housing, populaions totarge for housing, and preservaion of the existing
stock.

Summary of Comments

Partid pants | auded the retenti on of existing residentid character and densty, except in
cases where exi ging charader is | ess desirebl e. Exanypl es includeneighborhoods cl osely
bordering indugrid areas, or excessvdy dense high-ri sehous ng.

While nost agreed that more houd ng was needed for families with children,
particularly thosewith lower- noomes, afew concerns were raised about the proper
proportion of hous ng which should be "affordable." Others wondered whether future
demand warranted considerabl e new hous ng devd opment. Mandaing affordable
housingin new developments was generdly opposed, while partid pants supported the
use of incentives todevd op new affordabl e housing, and favored mai ntenanceof
affordability in the existing sodk through reconstruction. Racia minorities, especidly
newmers to the city, should betargeted for ass sance, aswell as persons with specid
needs. Rehahilitaion assistance should receive ahigh priority and be concentraedin the
city'sl ower-income nei ghborhoods. Rent control, whidch wasnaot touched on diredly by
proposed growth palides, sparked some debae aboutits access hility to lower-income
residents, the causes of the physicd deterioraion of rent contral buildings, andthe
amount of affordabl e housingin Cambridge.
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Most favored theind usion of hous ng as a conponent of development in the
evolving industrial aress, where appropriae, though cncem wasvoiced about effects of
pollution and the compatibility of industry and housing. Some business representaives
feared that new residentsin these aress would gpark conflict with theirindustria
neighbors. Well des gned buffers and transitiond zones were srongly reconmended.

Economic Devdopment and Employment

Economic activities are baththe objed of development palid es, such as
transportaion and |and use, and the vehid e for achieving them Much future
activity will likdy ocaur in thedty's evalving industrial districts, enconpassing ten
percent of the city's |and area. These areas are aunique assd, and d 90 suggest the
multiple and someti mes conflicting objedives sought by growth policy. Workshop
discussions highlighted the need for detdled, | ong-termplanning to regpond to
dedred godls, bathin thed der digrids and in other non residertid areas, such as
the commercia squares and digrids.Parti cipants commented on devd opment
areas, retail districts, employment and bus nessincentives, illuminaing many of
the key themes of growth pdigy: finding the appropriae scal e and mix of uses,
conpatibility of commerce with other activities, preserving neighborhood character
whil e ensuri ng economic vitality, and bal ancing regul &ions with incentives for
busg ness.

Summary of Comments

Patid pants gavequdified support for am xed-use planning gproach in the
devd opment areas. The need for avibrant tax and enmpl oy ment base, along with
anple space and flexibility of useto nurturenew indugries, waswidely

acknowl edged. Parti cipants heard testimony and volunteered many comments on
theimportanceofthe older industrial districts as acritical resource, bath for tax
revenueto support City services and as a source of new enployment, parti cul arly
in emerging, environmentally sound, technol ogy-based i ndustri es.

Other commentators felt that economi ¢ goals need tobe balanced with other
concems such & preseving the exi ging scal e of neighborhoods, minimizing traffic
impacts and ensuring asnooth transition between commercial and res dential uses,
through zoning and urban des gn. Such concerns extended to other non residentid
areas. In all cases commentators emphad zed the i mportance of addressng
unintended consequencesof economi ¢ devd ogpment, such as traffic, and the need
to talor development srategies for specific ciraunstances.
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Partidpants widely agreed tha large new conpeting retdl distri cts should not be
encouraged. Ground floor retdl in new offi ce devel opment wassupported strongly.
Neighborhood retdl ers deserve support, evenif facing economi ¢ obsol escence, because
they reducetraffic and provide opportuniti es for jobs and entrepreneurship. It was noted that
many retailers nead regiond as wdl aslocd customers to succeed. The paradox i s that such
success breadsits own probl ens, such asincressed traffic and change to the character of an
area.

The means for choosing devd opment palides didted many comments. Long-term
urban design plans providing a consistent and predictabl e environment for private
devel opments received support. Some comments stressed the need for consistency
between various policies, and for fairness in gpplying them to diverse privae
actors. Others debated the merits of business incentives versus regul ati on to achieve
dedred goals. All acknowledged tha somelevel of regulaionis inevitablein acomplex
city, but theneed to understand the consequences -pro and con -of public policy on busness
was accented. Fundamentd quegions about how the Gty decidesbetween housing and
commercia devel opment arose, particularly inlight of confii cts when the two are mixed,
and the high cogsofinfrastructure when uses are changed (as in East Carbridge, where
housing has grown up in onceindustrial trads.) The high cogsof environmental dean-up
for hous ng development was also noted. Some felt that the City neads to choose aspedfic
direction for particul ar areas.

The social context for development was atopic of concern. Employ-
ment andtraining policies were supported, especially thosetargeedto
women andminorities, to ensuretha all benefit equally from thefruits of
recent development and emerging industries. T he impact of economic shifts
onthe city's cultural diversity, andtheneedto preserve and grengthen the
latter, were also dressed.
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nstitutions

Thecity'singitutions, particul arly in higher educaion and hedth care, are aperennid
source of strength and friction for Cambridge. Conpeting demands for scarce land,
the tax-exenpt staus of ingitutions, and the concern over the city's character fuel
continuing concems. The chdlengefor growth palicy isto address thesei ssues while
allowi ng institutions to remain conmpetitive and adgpt to demogragphi ¢, economi ¢ and
technologicd change. Partid pants di saussed trade-offs between preserving taxable
land and supporting technol ogicd advances spurred by universty research. Areas
discussed ind ude community interaction, physical expand on, hous ng, preservation
ofthecity'stax base, commercial investment, and smaller ingitutions.
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Summary of Comments
Thereis grong publicsupport for aformal, ongoing dialogue between

the City and its inditutions about land use, future plans and
community needs for housng, job trdaning and elucaion. The
ingitutions also nexd to carry on intemal planning to deermine their
future needs and visions, particularly in light of development. While
some called on the univergties to maintan aformel liaisonwith public
schodl s, itwasobserved tha peast attempts resulted in controversy.

Comments focused mainly onthe universities, with some
recognition of the hospitals as mgj or ingitutions. The prevailing
sentiment at workshops ws to restti ct universities tolocaions
higoricdly occupied by such uses, through theinstitutional overlay
digricts and the Res dence C-3 zoning ded gnati on. University
expand on into residentid neighborhoods was generdly opposal,
though City control s over ingitutions' intemal functions recaved little
support. Expangon into éutting commercia aress, or in other
nonres dential areaswas not strictly opposed. Growth in thel atter case
was deemed acceptabl eif tax accords with the Gty were seaured,
retail and rd ated serviceswere apart of i nstitutional development, and
ifinstitutional uses and ownership did not overwhelmconmmercial and
indudrial digrids.

Most want to see educational ingitutions provide housing for
ther student, faculty and staff communities, where possibleon land

aready owned by ingitutions. When it isbuilt in éutting
neighborhoods, it should metch thescal e, dendty and character there.

While some resi dents suggested saellite campusesoutd de the city,
educaiond representaives felt this would clashwith their mission of
maintaining acollggid atmosphere. The position was expressed that
theingitutions shoud not expand at all, unless aclear benefitto the
city can be demonstraed.
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Urban Design and Environment/Open Space

Sustd nabl e devd opment is fundamentally ebout the quality of the urban
environment. That qudityis grealy affected by ahog of designissues ranging

from broad concepts which hd p definethe charader of apartiaular areato

spedfic detail swhich will makethat character comeaive. Dedgn plans and
guiddines have been devd oped for many parts of Cambridge; to ensureahigh
qudity environment, other aress will need to be addressed as well .

Open spaces uch asparks and recregtiond areas are essential to good urban design.
They reinforce and add thér own dimension to the qudity of life in a dense urban
community. Workshop partid pants cond dered the content of urban design standards
{height, sebad, use, densty, etc.), the smpe of thar application to different areas,
and the appropriae process of design review. Standards for historic preservaionin
spedfic digriaswereweighed aga nst the use of zoning mechanisms. Also disaussed
werethe cregion and mai ntenance of open space, as well as possible trade-offs with
other uses. Therewas support for theidea of sugainable desgn, in terms of building
in harmony with nature and with the cultural and historic charager of Cambridge.

Summary of Comments
Partid pants agreed tha height, setback, use, site development and density

standards should refl ect the Gity's fundamental urban des gn and environmental
gods. Somefelt that certan zoning provisions threaten neighborhood character;
others supported |l ower base zoning levds, with bonuses refl ecting open gpace and
transportaion goals. A citywide height limit wassupported. Creation of desgn
standards for new areasof devel opment was favored, but it wasnoted that the
city'simege changes fromsectionto sedion, and that plans should reflect tha
varigy. Emphasis should be on ded gning for the public experience, as in sreets
and open spaces. The concept of "sustanabl €" or environmentally gopropriate
devd opment wassupported, so asnot to shift environmentd costs to future
generdions.
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Comments about design review were mixed. Thetiming, scope andlocaion of such reviews ra sal
concems, as didthefairness of their goplicaion. Success gories, such as University Park, were cited,
whil e others cautionad tha design review can engender tameness or std eness. Parti ci pants agread that
dedgn review is needed in areas where small scd e changes could distupt the established character ofa
didrict.

Commentators favored open space and recreati on faciliti es supporting awide range of functions
and clientel es, ind uding the elderly and sped al needs popul ati ons. Some cited probl ers of access with
existing sites, dueto alack of transportaion orto programming congraints. They al o agread tha open
space provis on should be arequired mnponent of new commercia and res denti al devd opments.
Patidpants als0 bdieved that existing open gpace should not be replaced with ather uses, except under
extraordinary circumstances.

Partid pants supported the incorporati on of mei ntenancepl ans into open gace planning,
particularly through publicprivatepartnerships, such as egreements maede for the renovation and
mei ntenance of Winthrop Park. Also noted wastheimportanceof linking open spacesthrough an
"Olmstedian" vis on, strengthening pedestii an environments and recogni zing the utility of privae open
space. Somefelt that public access to privae open space should be encouraged.
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5. A Vision for Cambridge

Devdopment is aheaed subjed in Cambridge, even if its pacehas cooled

considerably. It arouses pass ons becauseit is fundamentdly aboutthe kind of placewewant to
livein, even ifthe explicit focus is onsite spedfic skirmi shes of use, des gn or building bulk.
Thegrowthpdicy processhas tiiedto posethe most bas ¢ question: wha kind of Cambridgedo
wewart now and in thefuture? To answer necessitates sunmoning our vison. A vision for
Canbridgeis of necessty broader than any s ngleneighborhood or architectural syle.
Cambridgeis the sumofits parts, but it is a o more. Good planning is nourished by the atempt
to seethecity s awhole, and totakealong view.

Pagt planning vis onsproposed big schemes {highways, high-1i se apatments and office
towers). They typically asssumed that the o d should giveway to the new, that bigger was bdter,
and that continued growth would solve most probl es and enebl e conmunities tosidestep
fundamental choices and trade-offs. The vidon was aradical one, in thesense of radically
uproating and replacing what existed inthe built environment.

Thisvidon isdifferent. It is conserving, repecting the pagt, whilenat suggesting that and
uses in Cambridge remain frozen or gatic. It buildson the recognition tha Cambridge works
and human diversty works. The current mix of urban form, scale, density and mix of usesis
worth sugaining and enhana ng, bathin exi sing neighborhoods and commercial districts, andin

theoderindustria areas.
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Thisvidon a so differs from traditional aguments about devd opment. It recogni zes
tha resources for urban development, both environmental and fiscal, arelimted.
Rapid devd opment in the1980s had measurabl e consequences for thenatural and
human environment of Cambridge and thesurroundi ng region. Problems such as ar
qudity, traffic congegion and subtler changes in the human-scd ed bui It environment
suggest that there arereal limitsto the pace of growth. The slowing of devel ogpment in
this decade has brought severe nggati ve cmnsequences as wdl: adeclining
conmercial tax base, threatening thelevel and quality of services the dty can offer,
and shiftingthe tax burden tohomeowners.

Fiscd constrantsimposed by Propostion 2 1/2 a decale ago incresse the
pressure to rely on physica development to serve local nedals. Rising jobl essness
and fewer new job opportunities a o harmour economic health.

Recogniz ng these realities means moving beyond arguments about the quartity
of growth -beyond advocaing "more growth" or "no growth" -and focud ng ingead
on quality, or "bettergrowth." Better growth maintainsthe essentid qualiti es which
give Canrbridgeits unique character. Thereis no quantitative sandard orlitmus test
to deerminewhat is sustainabl e devd opment. Rather, there are different facets of the
city's character which must beweighed in any development decision. These canbe
summeri zed as the built nd naturd environment, thesoda character, and thefiscd
and economic climate of Canbridge.Pdlicy diredionsinplied by each are suggested
below:

Built Environment
Maintain thehuman scal e and texture of Cambridge, building on rather

than repladng a dense utan form which works. Strengthen distindive
neighborhoods and protect specid environments, such as hisorical and cultura
digricts. Repair and renovae thehoud ng stock and infrastructure, and revitdize
tired shoppingdistricts. Ded gn buildings of durability, excellence and suitability
of useand meterials for their context.

Natural Environment

Recognize that natural resources arefinite, just as new Iand for building in the city
is limted. Environmentally "sustanéeble" devdopment addresses environmentd
cogs now, rather than deferring themto future generations. Growth policies for
redudng car use, thus lowering dar padlution, or proteding and expanding green
spaces, typify this goproach, as do resource conserving des gn principl es.

Socia Character
Retain the dty's diverse range of races, cultures, viewpaoints and income groups

which gives it its unique charader and fuels its cultura and economic vitdity.
Promote adiversity of housing, jobs and public spaces. A
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focus onpeople, aswdl & land, demands an enduring commitment to educaion and traning for the work
places of the twenty-first century.

Fiscal Climate
Consde thefiscd and economi ¢ consequencesof devel opment policies, tempering regul ati on with

incentives whereposs bl e. Maintain the revenue basenecessary to serve adiverse popul &ion and ensure a
decert life for residents. Cultivae and retain local enterprises, based on innovation and knowl edge generated
by the ingitutions. Maintain an environment friendy to such adivities, and the informal settings and
amenities whichnourish them

Thesefacets of the city's character are inter-connected; none exists inisolaion fromthe other. Economic
devd opment tosustan City services and job creation need not threaten thequdity of the naurd and built
environment. Ideally, development should be environmentdly sound in al of its phases, fromsel ection of
raw material sto processingto usein sod ety to waste digosal and ultimetely to reuse and adaptati on to new
uses. Ovely condrained growth couldharmthe city'ssodal and economic diversity. Findingtheright pace
and quality of development requires we ghing dl el ements of the city's charader together and, at times,
meking trade-offs. It al so requires finding new revenue sourcesto fund Gity services, and reexamining the
levd of services andtheway they are ddivered.

Viewing these d ements asinterdgoendent reveals that trade-offs are not always inevitable, however.
They are al 20 resourceswhich can anplify and grengthen one another. For instance, awell-traned and well -
housad work forcewill in tum strengthen the city's commercia base, helping provide the revenues neadedto
govern effectively. Susta nabl edevd opment conserves the built environment aswell as naurd resources.
Buildingon
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thecity's mixed use charader, where gpropriate, enables more residents to live near
thar jobs, and to wak to small, neighborhood-oriented busnesses, reduang car
dependence and essing congesti on.

Finally, the city needs devd opment ded 5 ons whi ch are susta ned for the long-
termby broal consensus. It should be clear that individud el ementsof thisvision, and
the policies to carry themout, someti mes sand in contradi ction toone another. Conflids
over land use areinevitabl e, given multiplegods and neals, scarce land and divergent
viewpoints. Sinceal neals cannot be met at every site, compromi ses must be made.
Integrating diversegods such as job creation and limited auto use, or environmental

quality andsodal equity reguires negotiaion and hard choices. A sustanable
. agreement

is onetha results fromtheinformed invo vement of diverseparti cipants. This requires
keeping the process flexible and open to ongoing dialogue, to ensuretha all decisions
aretimely, fair, consigent and well-debated.

Bearing these prind ples in mind, what kind of Cambridge can wehope for in the
coming decades? Thefoll owing are el ements of avis on of asustdnable Canbridgein
ten or twernty years:

-A vibrant, stablepopul ati on of diverse races, cultures and viewvpoints. New aultures

continueto arrive; somerisetopositions of public prolnlnence.

-An environment where families with children can thrive. Parks, housing, schools

and child care and other supports meke the city agood placeto raise families.

-Good housing avail ableto awidespearumofincomelevel s and households

{singles, families with children, dder peopl e, etc.) Hundredsof units are renovaed

yearly by neighborhood-based organizations. More res dents are experi menting with

cooperati ves, co-housing and cther fornms of ownershipwhich share costs,
conmunity sevices and benefits.

-Significantly reduced autonohiletraffic. Walking, carpoding, publictranst,

bigycling andjitney trips arethe norm Enployers and families conpete annudly to

reduce s ngleoccupant car trips by the greatest percentage. All comersofthecity

{and adjoining dties) are itched together by bigyclelanes and paths.

-A national modd for community energy production, pollution prevention, and

recycling. Grassroots organi zaions and theuniversities, churches, and other

ingitutions cooperae on susta nabl e forms of transportaion, heaing, waste
redudion and food producti on and distri buti on.

-A systemof beautiful, wdl-maintained and accessibl eparks and open spaces.

L andsceped pedegtrian pakkways knit the park systemtogetherin the gyl e of

Frederid Law Olmrsted. Every neighborhood has volunteer groups pitchingin to

enaure clean and safe parks.

-A renowned sysem for training and retraining workers for emerging industries and

successful careers. Youth combine courses, work ap-
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prenti ceshi ps and community placements ol der workers |eam new skills and act as mentors to youth.

-A thriving economic base, anchored by new health, environment and communi cati ons-based i ndustii es, home-based and
storefront bus nesses, andthe academi c ingtitutions. Canbri dge continuesto attract national attention for its climate of innovation
and entrepreneurship.

-Vital and diginctiveretdl centers serving nd ghbors, sudents and regional customers seeking an ethnic meal, arare paperback or
fresh fish and produce. L ocd retdlers, hurt by higher rentsin the 80s and early 90s, meke acomeback and thrive.

-Strengthened and stabili zed neighborhoods whi ch retain their distinctive flavor. Connecti ons beween ne ghborhoods are
improved by open space and transtinprovements, as well as by increased cooperation on avarigy of i ssues.

-A nodel for effective citywide design revien. Widespread design review of new prgjects ocaurs in both traditional districts and
in theformer indugtrid areas, such asAlewife.

-A systemof conprehensive, highqudity city services. Nav revenue sources and forms of service delivery lessen thedty's
dependence on property taxes and phyd cal devd opment to fund services.

-An ongoing, successful process for addressing growth and development concems. Local govemment expands shared
responsibility for growth withthe nonprofit and privae sedors. All interesed parties engagein continued debae about the
appropriate pace and quality of devel opmentin the evolving indudrid digtrias, and ther impact on neaby resdential arezs.
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Part |1.
Planning Assumptions and Policies

Wheneve apublic decison ismade, an analytical process generdly has preceded that decision
providing the factud and theoreticd context within which the policy choices are weighed and
considered. Each planning effort is inevitably bult upon theinformation gathered and past experience
as wdl as upon the adopted policy.

What follows is an enumeration of the planning assumptions which have provided the
context within which the Planning Board has developed itspolicy recommendations over the
pas decade. The assumptionsmay be ones of fact, as the Planning Board understands them,
which limit or direct the choices the city may make with regard to its development. Other
assumptionsmay takethe form of policy directions which appear to have been adopted by the
City explicitly or are implied in actions taken by the City in other matters and at other times.
These assumed facts and principlesare presented for functional areasparticularly pertinent
to land use planning concerns; al< provided is somediscussion of their originsand
implications.

The planning assumptions are followed by a compilation of the policies for each
functional area. These policies, which will help guidethe Planning Board and othersin
future planning decisonsand recommendations, reflect the changing context of our city and
our planning assumptions. The policies are discussed and explained in the acoompanying
commentary for each functional area.



Simplified
Developmant Pattern
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6. Land Use

The conplexity of thecity'sland usepattern is a signifi cant asped of
its gpped. How to regul atethe evolution of that pattern in the future
will require anumber of critica palicy choices affecting awiderange
ofissues and concemstha may bein conflict.

Assumptions

> The diversity of the dty's devd opment pattern is a major asse and

should befoge ed and protected.

> The closeproximity of a widevari ety of uses and activiti es r equires

careul consideration of buffer and trandtion reguiremernts.

> Thewide diversity of land usein the dty foders thesoda and

economic dive dtythat is one of Cambridge's enduring assets.

Thecity's higoric development patem, established |l ong beforethe
influence of the autormobil e, provides an intricae mosai ¢ of land uses,
scal es, densities and adivities tha are evident to anyonewho noves
through the city. The often lamented conplexity of the zoning mep is,
in part, areflection of that intri catepattern and of the policy choice,
through zoning, to refl ect thephyscal and use diversty ofthecity's
many nei ghborhoods and conmercia districts.

In Canbridge, many successful and stimulating juxtgositions of
differing uses and scales can be found within the same general use
category: the old multi-story brick apartment buildings in the
predominantly wood milieu charader of neighborhoods like Mid-
Canbridge and Agassiz or the dense conmercial Harvard Syuare
close by the green and | ush ambi ence of the large homes and spad ous
lots along Brattle Stredt.

51



That irtricacy, however, dso has the potentid for very red conflict,
paticularly as more contemporary building forms and activities replece earlier
building types For example Massachusetts Avenue between Havard and
Centrd Squares has many illustrations of how the juxtgposition of very high
density commercid uses and low scded residentid neighborhoods has proved
more jarring than stimulaing Harvard Street between these same two squares
illustraes how the same use -dense multi-family apatment buildings -has a
conpletdy different inmpact when the physicd forms change: a 1920s murtyard
buil ding is amuch more benign ne ghbor than its 1960s car dependent cousn.

Thechallengeto the City and its citi zensi s to recogni zein public policy and land
useregul aionthevery real but different problenms tha sudh diversity may engender in
both exi ¢ing neighborhoods and emerging new development digrids.

Assumption

> New and evalving devd opment ar eas have the gr eatest | atitude asto
charader andtype of devd opment and offer the potential for innovative and non-
traditional mixes of uses and scal es of development.

Experience withthecity's higori ¢ development patem suggests that diversty inuse and
building formis apodtive apect of livingin Cambridge. That experienceis
appropriatdy appliedin the newly emergingdevd opment areas where all aspeds of use,
density, and scal e are much | ess congrained by exiging devd opment patterns.

Thisdrawing illustrates the potential for a completely new environnent in
North Paint, the 70 acres of land in the extreme northeast correr of
Cambridge. The viability of housing, hotel, and office development in this
area was thrown into question by the Scheme Z ramp design for the
Central Artery. Even though a more acceptable design is now being
created, mary steps remain to be taken before this mixed-usevision can be
realized.
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Given theincreas ngly important need to mediate beween potentially conmpeting
public objectives - housng, jobs, environmentd quality, and tax revenue - the
flexibility found in these newly emerging development areas should not be
unnecessarily congrained by a rigid pdicy that would impose the higoric
devd opment patterns of adjacent naghborhoods on them Greater flexibility as
to form use, and density is appropriaeinthese emerging districts, subjed to the
careful condderaionofthe impacts on the adjacent esteblished nd ghborhoods.
Theopportunity to carefully fashion detdled plans, and zoning mechani sns to
implement them, suggeststha awider range of options and choices would best
serveall res dents and help strike abdancebetween the multiple objectives that
must find partid realizaionthrough the City's land use policies.

Assumptions

> Bythenatureof itsrathe fixed devd opment pattern and the eval ution
of the characteristi cs of some contemporaryland uses, Cambridgeis not
an appropriate | ocation for all kndsof devd oppment or pecifi cuses.
Withi n the city some uses may be appr opriatel yl ocated insome areasand
notin others.

> Thecity's pag devd opment pattern ses limits on the kinds, scale and,
ultimately, amount of development that can reasonably be acconmodated
without d gnificant har mto the characte and environmental quality of the
city;

> Asthecitysphyscal fabric changesover time, the evaving mix of uses and

activiti es should be balanced to minimizethe negativeinpads of change

on the community whileadvand ng its multipleland use palicy

objecti ves.
Canbridge is clealy not a clean date upon which any new form of urban
devd opment can bewritten or upon which writing can ocaur forever, without
limit. History and tradition have cmnspired to produce an urban environment
tha most feel is patiaulaly pleasng. The plessure is detived, in part, froma
physical environment tha has certain, irreducible charaderistics tha while
often difficultto definespedfically, neverthd ess exist. Thecity is not infinitely
flexible or accommodating; whilethe limits may vary from place to place, a
recognition that limits do exist is hd pful when palicy choiceshave to be mede.
For instance, with the approva of several large redevdopment schemes in
Harvard Squarein the 1980s, the remaining opportunities for additional lage
scal e development there are dinminishing rapidly. Continuing the trends of the
pas decadeinto the future would dearly redefine the character of the Square
and gquander its speda gped (for many, indeed, this outcome has clealy
already been
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The Red I.ine maintengnce facility
st in the 1927 aevial photograph
gave way fn the 1980s to the [FK me-
morial park on the Chaerlas River, with
the JFK School of Goverrmment and the
Charles Squdre mixed-use complex to
the north,

realized; definitions themselves are subject to considerable debate). The City has
recognized the validity of limitsin its adoption of downzoningsin residential
neighborhoods for more than fifteen years.

More specifically, the growing dependence on or desire for accommodation to the
automobile on the part of many companies, their customers and employees makes some
activities, where that dependence isirreducible, very difficult to integrate into the city's
physical structure without completely transforming it. A variation on thisthemeisfound in
general office use where the density of employee population can generate very high peak
hour traffic when the employees are car dependent. Such a use can be accommodated
when it islimited to those areas of the city where public transit can provide optionsto the
private auto.

Some uses, such as warehouse or distribution centers which are heavily dependent on
industrial grade truck delivery and distribution systems, may have no appropriate location

in the future in Cambridge.
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Land Use Policies
The City's land usepdlides providean ove all framewor k within which thepadidesin othe

functional areaswill present a noredetail ed picture.

Land UsePattern and Néghborhood Protection

Fundamental to setting agrowth policy direction for the future for Cambridgeis clarity on the
cluster of issues address ng how much change, if any, is accepteblein the built character of the
city'slong esablished red dential ne ghborhoods, and commercia squares and corridors.

With somelimited but signifi cant exceptions, the distribution of residentid and
nonres dential areasin the city has not changed s gnificantly sincethe early part of this century
when the dty'sdevd opment metured after aperiod of rapid indugridizaion. Zoning; sinceits
adoption in 1924, has tended to confirmand stabili ze that general distri buti on of uses.

Beginning in the 1960s tha balance began to shift somewha, particularly with regard to
ingitutiond expansion. A nore inportant, or & leas nore pervasveshift in the character of
sone residential neighborhoods and commercial squares was pronpted by a change in City
policy which envisoned these aress as growth centers gppropriate for private or public
redevd opment to noreintensive, revenue producing Uses.

Thetall buildings and noreintensive Ste development which ensued fromthat policy
produced areaction in the 1970s and 1980s. In those decades the phys cal stability of residentid
and commercia neighborhoods cameto be valued morethan thar potential to be sources of

revenue. That
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POLICY 1

Existing residential neighborhoods,
or any portions of a neighborhood
having an identifiable and consistent
built character, should be main-
tained at their prevailing pattern of
development and building density
and scale.

POLICY 2

Except in evolving industrial areas,
the city’s existing land use structure
and the area of residential and com-
mercial neighborhoods should re-
main essentially as they have devel-
oped historically.

viewpoint has continued into the present decade wi th aforthright recogni-
tion that there are resulting consequences for other public objedives
namely, tha theneed for new housing, especidly affordable hous ng, and
for new sources of revenue for the most part must be met el sewhere or
through creati veways whichdo notinvo ve who esd e transformeti ons of
the city's coreneighborhoods. This two-decadeold trend in public policy is
made explicitin theland use policies presented in thisdoaument.

Thecity's ndghborhoods, in al thar physicd varigy, providedecent

living environments not in need of redevelopment; norshould they be
sacrificed to moreintensedevd opment in purstit of other, perhgs | egitimate,
public objectives.
Padicy 1 is meant to recognize the inherent value of the city's many
neighborhoods as they have developed physcally; it isnot meant to suggest
tha these places should not change. Strict preservation is the province of
higoric or conservaion digrias. While retention of existing srudures is
encouragal, new condrudionis antidpaed and at times perhgpsdesrabl e.

Thepolicy isintended to recogni zethe general, prevailing character of a
neighborhood or portion of anei ghborhood: the densty of buildings, the
density of dwdling units, theprevaling character of setbacks, open pace and
theway that openspaceis |andscaped. Evenin fairly uniformy devd oped
neighborhoods there can be agreat varigy of building types and devd opment
patterns but the character the policy seeks toidentify is the prevaling one, not
thedense enomalies.

A cceptabl e change, consistent with the policy, woul d alow clealy
deterioraed or excessively dense environments tobe nodified or removed.

Conversdy, the palicy does notinply that dl or any partiaul arneighbor-
hood should beforced into unreasonabl e uniformity; theodd high-density
bridk apartment building should not be removed because it does not conform
to the general wood-framed, two-family charader of aplace.

Finally,Pdicgy 1 isnot intended to forecl ase opportuniti es for reasonabl e
incentives to provide affordabl ehous ng, as for exanpl e, increasng the
density of units within an existing building above that prevailingin theareaor
permitted by zoning when affordabl e units arethe d ear compensaing benefit.

Thecity's patem of residential neighborhoods and commercia squares
and corridorshas evolved over timeinto aconplex weave of landusethatis
well balanced and mutudly supportive. Policy 2 suggests tha afundamental
changeinthis patem, through expang on of commercial areas into esablished
residentid neighborhoods, or g gnificant eros on of commercial corridors and
squares through res dential expansion, is not antid paed, not encouraged, and
notdesred.
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Thislanduse patem isfairly accuraely reflected on the Gity's alopted zoning map. However,
consi gent with the palicy, tha map might be adj usted locally where the zoning designaion doesnaot
accuratdy reflect exiging and desired land use conditions. Neverthd ess, nowhol esal e changes are
expected.

The complexity of the city'sdevd opment pattern, whether in scale and dendty or use, isdesrable
and should be encouraged or retained. No parti aular ne ghborhood or sub-neighborhood, however, should
be expectedto exhibit the wholerange of differences present in thedty, as awhole.

Where aspecid paositive charader exists it shoul d be reinforced; conversely, physical diversity for
itsown sake and beyond definedlimits, when it bringsinits train negati ve i npacts or mean environments,
should not be pursued.

It i's gopropriate that the City's zoning regul ations should recogni ze and sust& n those podtive
differences but Policy 3does not pred ude phydcal expanson withinthelimitsset by the applicable zoning
digrict regul ations.

Inthedty's commercia districts partiaulaly, the vari ey of functions and patterns -fromdowntown to
neighborhood crossroads; fromhigh density, high-rise and | ow-rise distri cts to one-story conmercial strips;
from squaresserving the region to thelocd tdlor shop should bereflected inthe zoning ordinance and
other City policy; some modest adj ustments in regul ati ons, as for uses, heights and dendties, canbe
expected butthe general range should remai n and be strengthened.

In acity of Cambridge'sdensity and Iand use corpl exity, res dential usesin partiaular require
protection fromabutting nonresidentid activity. Policy 4 suggests tha minimal transition standards should
apply in al areas whereresidentid and other uses abut. Noise, visud clutter, shadows, glare, building scde
and Steadivity should al be cons dered.

Similar uses, induding residentid uses, at differing scal esshould also be subjed to transition
regui rements. In some cases uses themsel ves might be used as atrangtion mechanism as for exanple,
office use between residentid and retail orindugtrid activities.
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POLICY 3

The wide diversity of development
patterns, uses, scales, and densities
present within the city’s many resi-
dential and commercial districts
should be retained and strength-
ened. That diversity should be be-
tween and among the various dis-
tricts, not necessarily within each
individual one.

POLICY 4

Adequate transitions and buffers
between differing scales of develop-
ment and differing uses should be
provided; general provisions for
screening, landscaping and setbacks
should be imposed while in espe-
cially complex circumstances special
transition provisions should be de-
veloped.



The major imstituticns, prncpally
Lasley College, Marvard Linivorsity,
Mazsachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy and the hospitals, should be
limited to those aress that histori-
cally have bean occupied by auch
ugas and Lo abutiing areas that are
reasonably suited to instituticnal
expansion, as indicated by any instl-
tutional overlay district formally
sdopled by the Lity.
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Institutional Land Use

Centrd to any disaussion of the future of the City of Cambridge is theneed for a clear
underganding of the expected or antidpaed physca relaionship of the city's mgjor
educaiond and medicd institutionsto itsbusiness distri cts and residentid ne ghborhoods.

Whileapresencein thecity for three hundred years, i nstitutions, as acategory of land use,
began tohave apartiaulay dgnificant inpact on the city's physcal fabricin the 1960s with the
drametic growth of the educati on industry. Patly in response to thepressure of that growth
sonme of the City's regul @¢ory sandards were made moreliberal; in1961 mgjor changesinthe
zoning ordinance were adopted tha were intended, or had the effect, of facilitaing the growth
and expansion of the city'sinstitutional centers. Much high-dendty institutional devd opment
was planned and g gnificant el ements of it were congtruded in the succedingyears.
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Where actual physica condrudion did not ocaur institutional uses often expanded deg into
established reddential neighborhoods. In those years the City wes prohibited by stae law from
regul ating such uses in its res dential communities.

After witnessing two decades of such expans on, the City acuired sate authority to control
ingitutiond usesin its principal reddentia aress. In adopting regulaionsin 1981, the City esablished
adefacto incentivefor ingitutions to expandinto adjacent industrid and commercial districts.

The stagehas been se now in the early 1990s for a further reassessment of the rel ati onship of the
city'sinstitutions to public policy regarding physcal changeinthefuture. Cleay tha rel ati onship is
very complex.

Howpitds, the city's mgjor noneducational ingitutions, providevitd dired services to .

For such institutions reasonable
densities should be permitted in
residentid neighborhoods when stes are constraned. their core campuses to forestall

Insti tuti ons arei mportant empl oyment centers which are not subject to the vagari esof unnecessary expansion into both

. . . . commercial districts and low-density
economic cycles as commercial uses are; dtematdy they may ignorethe congraints of the . . .
Y yihey 9 residential neighborhoods.

Canbridge res dents; on the cther hand ther physcal expand on can severely impact adj acent

merketplace to the potentid disadvantage of thecity.

Universities takeproperty off thetaxrolls, but may mekein liau of tax payments to the Qty
treasury; they rempvetax paying commercia properties at criticd locaions fromthetax rollsbut a o
construct new tax paying developments andimpart added vd ueto the privateresidentid and
commercial comnunities that surround them they place demands on the dty'shoud ng supply but
construct affiliate housing whenthe privae market mght nat.

Astheuniverdties grow, their aulturd, soda and political impactinevitably increases (as for

ingtance approachi ng the 20% ownership

Holyoke Center, with its ground floor
retail and university administrative
offices above, combines business and
institutional uses in one complex.
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POLICY 7

Notwithstanding the limitations
implied in the above policy state-
ments, (1) the establishment of a
new center of tax-exempt, institu-
tional activity may be appropriate in
one or more of the city’s evolving
industrial areas and/or (2) the devel-
opment of a modest and discreet
institutional presence may be appro-
priate in any nonresidential district
when a combination of two or more
of the following benefits accrue to
the city:

1. Such action will permanently
forestall excessive development at
the core campus of an existing insti-
tution, in particularly sensitive loca-
tions; or

2. Existing institutional activity in a
core campus area will be reduced or
eliminated, particularly at locations
where conflict with existing residen-
tial communities has been evident or
is possible in the future; and

3. The potential for future commer-
cial, tax paying development is not
significantly reduced; or

4. The presence of a stable, well
managed institutional activity could
encourage, stimulate, and attract
increased investment in non institu-
tional commercial tax producing
development.

threshold which could enhancether influence on city-wide zoning efforts). At a
morelocal level they can come to contra the character of a given locality, as in
Harvad Square, with potentialy quite benign reaults. But universty polides
affecting such important community vdues are always subject to the changing
priorities of the individuds and adminidrations tha establish ingitutiond pdicy,
often beyond the contral of the City orits residents.
It is undergood that the campuses of the city's mgj or i nsti tuti ons cannot grow

without limit. At some point unlimited growthwould produce an institutional
presencetha would dom natethe community to thedetriment of thesodal,
physical, and economic diversity tha charaderizes Cambridgetoday . While tha
circumstance does not prevail now, and it probably can't bedefined with

sati sfactory precision, the always changing rd ati onship betweenthe city and its
ingitutions requires continua nmonitoring and apprasd to ensure that both evolve
in aharmonious and bd anced way.

Institutions impact on thecity is various and conplex but even smell
physical additions and changes can befelt keenly & theneighborhood level.
Pdides5 and 6 recommend that, all other condderaions bang equd, any
additions to the largeinstitutions' physical plant ocaur withinther existing
campuses, using exi ging facilities noreintensively or adding new facilities on
appropriate vacant sites. However, any more intensive useof the exi stingcanmpus
facilities should ocaur whereit will havethel eas external inpact on aljacent
residentid conmunities and will do thelesst harmto those campus features, like
open space and higoric buildings, that are of val ueto the entire community .

Neverthdess, thereisalimitto the amount of additiond devd opment that
can occurwithin core canpuses before the desrabl e goal of al lowing institutions
to adegpt and respondto changing academic trendsis outweighed by thel osses
sugainal by thelarger community when vdues shared by all are compromisad. In
this regard the Residence C-2 and C-3 zoning digrids, which regul ate much of the
devd opment onthe core campuses, are meant to provideflexibility; they are not
meant to inply aCity palicgy that the campuses should dway's bebuilt tothose
zones' full development potentid . Recogniz ng tha fact, some refinement of the
regul ations of the disrid might be appropriae, as for inganceahdght limit in the
Residence C-3 zone, to more precisdy definethe bounds beyond whidc physicd
changeis dearly ingopropriate fromthe city'spoint of view.

The City has developed aseries of ingitutiond overlay distri cts which define
those areasin Canmbri dge which are nost suitebl e for concentraions of
ingitutiond use. Thosedistri cts enconmpass the core canpuses as wd| as aljacent
lower density aress wheresome expansioninto abutting neighborhoods might be
appropriate. They asoidentify some adjacent commercia areas the City has
identified as locations for limited institutional expand on, athough the Gty hasno
authority to control thoseuses there.

60 LandUse



Pdicy 7 leaves open the poss hility that development of satelliteinstitutional use clugers,
in less ndtivelocaions, may beapreferred alternativeto increased development at the main
campuses orto expansioninto adjacent areas, and may be, fromacity perspedive, apositive
catalys for changes in ecnomic outl ook tha is encouraged by the City.

Nonresidential Districts and Evolving I ndustrial Areas

The effectiveness of many policies presented in thisdoaument will depend on the skill with
which the issues centering on the amount and scal e of devd opment and the mix of uses which
should be encouraged inthe city's evolvingindustrial areas are addressed.

These areas were the prind pd setting for thenew housing and commercia devd opment
occurring inthe city in the boomyears of the 1980s. Sone of the tal | est new buil dings and
denses devd opment ocaurred here. Thesedistri cts harbor the greatest potentid for new
devd opment inthe future. As aresult, these aress wil | be thesource of much of the city's new
revenuein futureyears.

At the sametimetheseindugrid digrids remain the setting for much older, low-densty
indugtrial buil dings suitebl e for the sart-up enterprises whic have fuel ed the Cambridge
econony inthelag hdfofthis century.

Deite thar relaively largesize (the Alewife area alone is nore than 300 acres) the
opportunities for future redevelopment in these aress are continudly diminishing & new
devd opment patterns are set, asis the case in Kenddl Square and in Eagt Cambridge. And
while some of these areas are relativdy remote from established ndghborhoods, externd
impacts like incressed traffic affect even the nost digant neighbothood @ physca
devd opment procedds.

With diminishing fl exi bility comes increasing conflica as the desire for additional
housing, new sources of revenue, proteded environments for start-up companies and generdly
improved environmental qudity must dl besatisfied in an increasingly morelimited area

Pdigy 8 is not meant to define the appropriae maxi mumdensiti es that should be
permitted inthecity (mog of thecity is now wdl abovethe threshol d ehove which modes of
travd other than the S ngle ocaupancy vehi cl e can be effectively developed). Rather the policy
suggeststha the most dense development shoul d refl ect the avail ability of trangt servi ces.
Conversdy, the avail ability of transt services should not mandatetha the maximum
devd opment density be allowed as cther policy objectives may playanmoresignificant role.
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POLICY 8

The availability of transit services
should be a major determinant of
the scale of development and the
mix of uses encouraged and permit-
ted in the predominantly nonresi-
dential districts of the city: the high-
est density commercial uses are best
located where transit service is most
extensive (rapid transit and trolley);
much reduced commercial densities
and an increased proportion of
housing use are appropriate where
dependence on the automobile is
greatest; mixed uses, including retail
activities in industrial and office
districts, should be considered to
reduce the need to use the automo-
bile during working hours. Similarly,
the scale, frequency, mode and char-
acter of goods delivery should play
an important role in determining the
appropriate density of nonresidential
uses anywhere in the city.




WhilethePlanning Board has cometo bdievethat the maxi mumdesirabl edensity in thecity,
regardl ess of circumstances and transit avail ability, should be estéblished & aFloor AreaRatio of
3.0, the mpg appropriatedensity at any given location will depend on avariey of factorsin
addition totransit service. Residentid uses may be more acceptabl e at ahigherdensity at any given
locaion thangenerd office use; conversdy generd office use at thehighes density may be
appropriate only when in close proximity to trangt service.

Pdides 9,10 and 11 do not sugges the spedfic range of densities, scale and he ghts tha are

appropriate thosefactors will vary fromlocation to location and should bedeterm ned by the
circumrstances prevailing

POLICY 9

The evolution of the city’s industrial
areas should be encouraged, under
the guidance of specific urban de-
sign plans, and through other public
policy and regulations such that:

1. Those areas can adapt to new
commercial and industrial patterns
of development;

2. The residential neighborhood
edges abutting such areas are
strengthened through selective resi-
dential reuse within the develop-
ment areas or through careful transi-
tion in density, scale and lot devel-
opment pattern;

3. New uses and varied scales and
densities can be introduced into
such areas;

4. Uses incompatible with the city’s
existing and future desired develop-
ment pattern are phased out.
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at parti cular locations and after detail ed analyss. Thediversity suggested need not be

repeatal at every locaionwithin every evolving indugrid area. That objectiveshould be
achieved as an outcome for thecity asawhole.

Thecity's multiple objedives -in finance, job creation, urban design, adgptéability to changing
econoni ¢ circurmstances, and hous ng inventory expansion -are most easly acconnodated in
theseindustrial aress withthe fewest conflids and compronises. However, the space resource is
not unlimted. Therefore, these many demands reguire careful planning and an urban design
framework toguide futurephyscal changes to achieve the maxi numbenefitsto thecity .

The Alewife Center plan for the former
W.R. Grace site is designed to incorpo-
rate an entry to Alewife Station with a
variety of buildings for office, hotel, and

retail use.

LandUse 63

POLICY 10

In some evolving industrial areas
multiple uses should be encouraged,
including an important component
of residential use in suitable loca-
tions not subject to conflict with
desired industrial uses, to advance
other development policy objectives
of the city:

1. To provide opportunities for those
who work in the city to live here;

2. To limit the use of the automobile
to get to Cambridge and to travel
within Cambridge;

3. To encourage more active use of
all parts of the city for longer periods
throughout the day; and

4. To limit the secondary impacts of
new development on the existing,
established neighborhoods. These
impacts may be both economic, as
in the increased demand placed on
the limited stock of existing housing,
and environmental, as in the in-
crease in traffic on neighborhood
streets.

POLICY 11

A wide range of development pat-
terns should be encouraged in these
evolving industrial areas at scales
and densities and in forms which
would be difficult to accommodate
in the city's fully developed districts
and neighborhoods. .




Special Uses and Environments

Pdicgy 12 recogni zes that the quality of lifein afuture Cambridgewill be
influenced by the way difficult but necessary usesor environments are accomnodated or regul ated.
Simlarly, tha qudity of life may changeif fragile environments do not receive the sped ali zed
attention they requirefor survival .
Certain necessary uses, like gasstaions and car repdr facilities and | ow-cost indugrid space for
start-up conpanies, havelost groundto moreintensive and/or financidly nore profitableland

mde\/d opment inthe past. In adition suc uses frequently produce environmentswhich are unpl easant

Those necessary or desirable uses or unatradive as nd ghborsto resdential uses. As aresult those attiviti es are frequently excl uded
and activities which require speciallyfiom the ist of permitted uses during rezonings without full gopred ation of thelong-term

tailored environments should be implicaions. Or, asisthe caseof low-costindustria space, natural market forces frequently hasten
provided for and those uses, activi- ) ) ) .
ties and development patterns whichthér demisewhen theirspedal requirements are not recogni zed.

create distinctive environments that On the other hand, widdy adnowl edged quality environments tha are clear assets to dl
serve as amenities for the whole | gigents ofthe city lose some of their charader and value tothe community when only the standard
community should be protected or
maintained. For example: low-rent
industrial space for start-up enter-
prises; locations for industrial use
and development which could be
compromised by proximity to other,
incompatible, uses, including resi-
dential uses; small commercial en-
claves which directly serve their
immediate surrounding residential
neighborhood; locations appropriate
for gas stations, car repair facilities,
tow yards, etc.; structures or clusters
of structures eligible for local historic
district designation; or for designa-
tion as a local conservation district;
environments, as frequently found in
the Residence “A” districts, where a
unique combination of distinctive
architecture and landscaped open
space prevails; areas designated or
eligible as national register historic
districts.

zoning' controls are applied andther requirements are alsonot undersood.
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Pace of Development and Limitsto Total Devel opment

No morevexing issue complicaes the policy choices to be madefor the
future of Canbridge than that of defining the appropri ae amount, pace and ciraunstances of future
devd opment inthecity .

Therate of commercia development in the decadeof the 1980s wasninetimes therate for the
precedi ng two decades. With tha new devd opment, conbined with the adopti on of clasg fication, the
burden of the property tax | evy was shifted drametically over the decade fromresidentid property
owners to conmercial rate payers.

Thenew development of the 1980sprovides ad gnificant proportion of the current locd tax

levy: upwardsof 500,000 sjuare feet of new deve opment or substantial rehabilitation of existing A Pace of development or redevel-
opment should be-encouraged that

permits the maintenance of a
the City, within the constrantsof Propostion 2 112, in the absence of additiond revenuesources  healthy tax base, allows for adjust-
to the City. ment and adaptation to changing
economic conditions, and is consis-
tent with the City’s urban design and
perspectlveWI th additiond construction. other physical development objec-
Desirabl e construction fromthat perspective, however, might not be acceptebleunless other  tives yet does not unreasonably
disrupt the daily activities of the
city’s neighborhoods and residents
infrastructure, are adequetely adaressed. or overburden the city’s water and
Thedecadejug pagt witnessed much increasein traffic in the city, aswell as increased sewer infrastructure.

facilities might be required in succeadingyears to maintan thelevel of services now provided by

Many areasofthe City couldbedrametically inproved froma design or ubandes gn

considerati ons, such as auto traffic and congesti on and i ncressed demand onthe city's

disuptiondueto new congrudion. On numerous public occasions, citizens have expressed
annoyance withthelad of resi dent parking inneighborhoods and dislike of tall er and denser
buildings. Many ofthe conplants artiaul aed canbetieal to theobvious constructi on which took
place duringthe decade. Others, however, areless easily assgned to local ciraumstances as theregion
as awhole asounderwent drameti c changes duringtha same period. Thecity mus be cautiousin
extrapad ati ng the expetiences of the pagt ten yearsinto the futurelest future choi cesbe unnecessarily
constraned by outmoded objedives and shifting priorities.
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Palicy 13 suggests that the pace & which change occurs in thephysical
environment of Cambridge may be as significant an issue as any daermination of the
total amount of development tha should be permitted. The actud baance of the
multiple objedivestha define an acceptabl e pace of deved opment or an acceptable limit
to development will change over time with changing drcunstances. However
subjedively described, thepalicy does recogni ze thel egitimaete need to define limits to
the expansion of the phys cal environment of Canbridge.

Neverthd ess, under present drcurrstances, the pdicy assumes tha additiond
devd opment in Cambridge is possibl e, is desirabl e, andis necessary when it ocaursin
forms consi gent with the constrants i mplied by the sumofall the palides proposed in
this document. Additional physcal development nat consistent with thase policies or
which ocaurs & atoo rapid paceis understood tobe, at aminimum disruptivetothe
community and, at the extreme, har mful .

Given today's understanding of future development sandards, transporteion
technd ogies, infrastructure avail ahility , and desired environmentd amenities thereisa
limit to the amount of new devd opment the aty can accept; wdl considered reductions
in development patentid through rezoning, adopted inthe past and likdy in thefuture,
reflect that understanding. However, as devd opment sandards, transportaion
technd ogi es, infrastructure avail ability and standards of acceptabl e environmental
amenities change and evalvein thefuture, in ways that cannat beimaginedtoday, 0 to
does the asssessment of wha isorisnat an acceptablelevd of development. Whileit
would gopearto beseductivdy snpleto define"pace” and "limit" with arithmetic
precision, in real ity those noti ons are more abi guous than arithmeti c and perhaps nore
useful as mncepts whosevalidity is accepted andwhich are enployed as evalving
circumrstances are continually assessedin theddly business of meking planning
choices.
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Condrants on the avail abl e opti ons to finance local government,
and the condraints spedfically imposed by Proposition 2112, militae
againg good physica planning; they biaslocd decisions in favor of
physical growth & afinancid ratherthan aphysical or environmental
planning issue and severely limt thepractical planning choi ces the city
mey mekein definingits future. Funding of current City services cannot
be mai ntained within the basic limitsof2 112; new devd opment,
however, has provided alegal "end un" around those congraints.
Maintenance of the current level of services orthear expans on can only
be financed by therevenue fromnew development (aying aside
difficultto-forecas external sources of revenuelike grants fromstate
and federal govemments, etc., or whol e new sources of locd inorme) or
through increases in theresidentid contributionto the revenue gream

Onecan essily imagineapoint at which panful choiceswill have
to be made: baween suffering | oss of services, incressingthel evel of
resident financid support of thase servi ces, or enduring unacceptable
levds of phydcal development and its ancillary negaive i mpacts of
congegion, traffic, and thelike. Thetiming or naureofthat choiceis
beg not cal aulaed orpredicted by formula; rather, aconstantly vigilant
and sendtiveplanning process may bethe best meansto foresall the
choiceor mnimizeitsimpact.
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7. Transportation

Themodes of transportaion avail ableto nove peoplein and out and through the city dgnificantly impact
the quality of life of thosewho live and work in Cambridge, affect the kind and naure of land uses in the
city, and to the extent economic activity is encouraged or disoouraged, ultimetely affect the city's economic
health. Perhgps no facet of long range planning that so directly and profoundly affects existing resdents is
influenced 0 grealy by adions taken by others & the rggiond, stae, and nationd level. Neverthel ess the
city hasavety criticd roleto play.

>Theability to expand thedty s capadtyto accept additional autormobiletrafficisvey limited.
Modest and very locd improvements can be made to the city'sroadway system that can have
beneficid effects within a specific neighborhood or section of the city. Improvements to the
Kendd| Square and the East Cambridge roadway networks are examples of mgor projects
whose scdeis not likdy to beduplicated dsewherein the city in the future. Improvements a a
slightly less ambitious scd e have been proposed throughout the Cambridgeport industrid area
with the same objective in mind: to route commercid traffi c around the heart of abutting
residentiad neighborhoods. Neverthe ess the capacity of the mgor aterids in the dty is
essentidly established by current deve opment paterns and roadway configurations. Improved
signd management and minor intersection improvements, while possible and desirable, will not
substantidly dter tha cagpacity.
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Itisnot tha dgnificant capital improvements would not increasethe
spead and quantity of vehides moving through the city. The historic
inner belt proposd, and the extension of Route Two through
Canbridge, would have undoubtedly vagsly snplified novement of
vehicles through the city, even for some residents. The ngjor
reconstruction proposed for Alewife Brook Pakway is a nore
contenporary exanple. However, any effective incresse in the
capacity of the city's highway nawork, whether at the edges in
Alewife, Memoria Drive, or Commercial Avenue, orinterndly aong
Massachusetts Avenue, Broadway or Progpect Sreet must of necessity
entdl destruction of other community vadues far in excess of the traffic
benefits tha might accrue.

Even modest, non capital changes can have serious negative
impacts. The capacity of many arterid streds could beincressed by
the elimination of parking. Aside fromthe | oss of importart parking
for residents end vigtors, such achangewould radicdly alter the
character of streds, rendering themmore hostil e to thepedestrian and
amore significant physicd and psychologi cal barrier dividing
neighborhoods.

Intheend, sreet capadty improvements may only benefit the
conmuter whosedegination is d sevherein the metropalitan areaand
whose homeis insome digtant suburb.

Assumption

> All reasonable improvements should be made to the roadway
network in Cambridge the oljective, however, should be to
direct existing as wdl as future traffic avey from locd
ne ghborhood streets.
For the foreseeabl e future, however carefully the Gty plans, more
traffi c can be anticipated on city sreets, both fromincreased activity
within Cambridge and fromeconomi ¢ expansion in the metropal itan
areathat surrounds it. Neverthel esstha additiona traffi c, and those
vehicletrips arealy traveling in Canbridge, should be directed to the
mexi mum extent poss bl e, to the city's mgj or arteries and away from
locd neighborhood streds.

70 Transportation



In conjunction with plans for the west-
ward extension of the Green Line, a
new Lechmere Station is under consider-
ation by the MBTA.

Assumption

> In thefuturethe bes hope for improving the mobility of residents and
vigtorsto and fromand within Cambridgelies with expanson and
improvements to non auto forms of trangportationas well asinmprovement in
the efficiencyof auto travd that occurs now within the city.

A number of improvements in the short-and long- term should be encouraged within
the public transit system. Construction of a new Lechmere Station and the associated
westward expansion of the Green Line should be advanced. Expanded and more
responsive bus routes could serve the city's new centers of commerce and housing.
Additiond express buses from suburban locations could fadilitate entry into the city's
offi ce and commercid districts from more diverse locations, as dong the Route 1-93
corridor to the north and the Massachusetts T urnpike corridor to the west. Long-range
efforts which hold the potentid to greatly benefit the city should be pursued
cooperaively with other agencies. An example would be devel oping transit options
dong the route encompassed in the MBT A Circumferentid Transit Study now
underway for portions of Boston, Cambridge, and Somervilleinthat areawhich in the
past was proposed to be served by the inner bdt.
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Assumption

>A great potential source of increased mobilityin Canbridge, with mini-
mal undesir abl e s de effeds, and many postive consequencss, is the

expansion of public and private i ncentives to discour age singleoccupancy
use of private vehides.

The additiond conmercial and resdential developmentwhich will inevita-
bly occurin Cambridge can be nog easily accommodated if, in addition to
expandad useof public trandt, privae transportaionoptions are made more
avail abl eto discourage the 9 ngl e person fromtakingthe ctherwise enpty
automobile on dl trips to and fromthecity. The possibilities for
improvement are 9 gnificant and rd ate not only to trangportation palicy but
to landuse and other policies aswdl.

The City has gaffed a Transportation Management Program which even
in its first year of operation has begun to have an effect. Through an
integraed sysem of incentives and discouragements, from ride sharing
and van poding to "T" pass sdes and subsidies on-site, existing bus-
nesses aswell as nev devdopment have begun to explore the options
availableto replace the costly provis on of parking spaces for employees.
Such conprehendve traffic mtigation prograns are voluntary for

existing
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bud nesses. They have been and shoul d continue to be made conmpul sory for
all dgnificant naw largedevd opments in Cambridge. Considerati on mi ght
be givento phasing in asimilar requirement for al existing uses,

substi tuti ng areguirement for the exi ging vol untary parti cipati on.

L and use choices caninfluence thetransportaion choices individuals
and compani es meke. Higher denstiesshoul d be encouraged at locati ons
nost easily served by transit; some high traffic generating uses might be
discouraged or prohibited fromsome locations. The cormplementary mix of
uses tha reduces the neal to use the car to secure the sewvices needed in a
given day should be encouraged. In al ingances the dty'sphysca envi-
ronment should be mai ntaned o as to encourage and nurture the pedes-

trian.
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Assumptions

>Parking avail ability isa major sour ce of traffic generationin conmercial
developments and a major disinentivetothe use of ate nate means of mobility. The

parking supply shouldbe contrdled in privatedevelopments to limit theincentiveto
use the automobile and toincr ease theincentive to use alte nate means of
transportation.

>Theacute problemof residential parking on city streets is principally caused by
increased car ownership of reddentsin the exi ging houd ng stock which has never
had any or sufficient supplyof off-street parking.

New res dential devd opment cannot be expected to reduce the defi ciency of residential
parking inthe city's o der neighborhoods. Excess ve paking regui rements for new
residentid uses {greater than one gpace per unit) will nat relievethe currentinadequacy
but may threaten toincresse the a0 of new houdng {significantly if parking must be
provided in astructure) and diminish the qudity of theresidentid environment through
incressed pavement, redudionin green gace, or bulkier resdential buildings. In ashort
seventean years from1970to 1987 car registraions in Cambridgeincressed by forty
percent whilethe popul &ion remai ned stdic the number of housing units i ncressed by
perhas five percent. The acuteparking problemexperienced by residents on resdential
streds would gppear to be the result of increased car ownership in existing househol ds,
meny of which hare never had eny parking facilities at ther disposd.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Transportation Policies

These policies are intended to assure a transportation sysem that will seve the
trangpor tati on neals of the city's residentsand its comme ce whil e bd ng conmpatibl e with
the economic, social and natura resour ces of Cambridge.

Reversing Trend in Travel

To effectively redize a Cambridge future cons sent withthe policies recommended in
this document, the city is faced with the needto reverse thetrend, evident in recent
decades, of greater and greaer use of the autonobile. A patiailar chdlengeisto
encourage travel to and fromCanbridge fromthose ather townswheretravel can be
mede by means otherthan the autonobile.

Canbridge's popul aion has remained rel aively sable overthe past twenty years,
with a1970 popul ation of 100000 and a 1990 popul &ion of 96,000. However, whilethe
city'spopul ation has changed little, other factors have contributed to alargeincressein
vehicletrasel . Thesefactors haveind uded higher empl oyment, incressing household
formetion and 1is ng autormobil e ownership perhousehad. Acoording to U.S. Census
figures, 78,000 people were enployed in Cambridgein 1970, increasng to86,500in
1980. By 1990 enployment had risen toover 102,000 peopl eor 31 percent in20 years,
and hal undergone a considerabl e transformeation froman indugtrid baseto aservice
sector oriented market tha attracts enpl oyees fromthroughout the region.

During this 20 yeartime spanthe homelocati on of Canbridge enployees has al 0
changed dramaticdly. In 1970 a most three quarters of

Transportation
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POLICY 14

Increase the City’s investment in
Transportation Demand Manage-
ment to promote non single-occu-
pancy vehicle forms of transporta-
tion and assist Cambridge employ-
ers, both individually and collec-
tively, in developing such programs
for their employees and operations.

POLICY 15

Enact land use regulations that en-
courage transit and other forms of
nonautomobile mobility by mixing
land uses, creating a pleasant and
safe pedestrian and bicycle environ-
ment, and restricting high density
development to areas near transit
stations.

the people who worked in Canmbridgelived in Cambridge or the six abutting towns
where trandt is avdlable. However, this dropped to two thirds in 1980 and is now
down to justonehalf.

Autonobile ownership dso experienced grea change in Cambridge and

throughout thenation, with aclear patem of rapidy rigng rates of auto ownership
per househa d. From1970 to 1987, the number of cars
registered in Canbridge rose by nearly 40 percent from 27,866 to 38,997, degite
relativey little change in population and a mgor investment in expanding and
improving the region's transgt sysem Traffic data avail&le from the Massacthusetts
Highway Department (MHD) indicates that autonobile use has risen condderebly
during the 1980s, and that the city and metropolitan region have expeienced a
considerabl e growth in vehiclemles travd ed averaging over 3 percent per year.

By 1987, Carbridge generated nearly 3.3 million vehidemiles of travd per day,
which represented 8.2 percent of thetotd vehidemiles traveled inthe Boston
metropoalitan region. Work-rel gedtrips represent thelargest share of total travel in
Cambridge, comprising over 57 percent of thetotd travd merket. This shareincludes
both Carrbri dge res dents working i nside or outside Canbri dge and non-Carrbridge
residents who commuteinto Canbridge to work. Other nonwork rel ated trips tha are
based fromthe home represent the next larged travel share at 27 percent. Non home
based rel ated travel representsthe other 16 percent share of travd in Cambridge.
Canbridge's importance as amgj or regional employment centerisreflected inits
relativey high share of work-trip based travel as compared tothe regional average for
work-relaed travel .

Not refl ected in any of these totd s of vehicle milesof travel are vehicles which
pass throughthe city without stopping. Travel dataprovided by the Centrd

Transportaion Planning offi ce staff for several mgjor and minor arterid sin Camrbridge
indicaes that ebout 33 percent of thetotd daly traffic on these roadways are through-
trips which have nopoint of origin ordegination in Canbridge.

Pdides 14 end 15 address actions Cambridge can i mplement which will meke
public transportaion and ather non sing e ocaupancy vehid e modes more des rabl e for
travd. The policies enmurage the mntinugion and expansion of the City's successful
Transportaion Management programwhi ch has secured the vol untary cooperaion of
many Canbridge enployers in awide range of progranms tha promisetohelp
established conpanies and their enployees aterther commuting habits and providea
framework through which new compani es and nev employees can do the same more
easily.

Centrd to achieving effectiveimplementation of all transportaionpadidesisthe
recognition that | arge generatorsof tripsin Cambridge should belocated in aress tha
arewel | served by transit.
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Movement In and Out of Cambridge

The city's interests are best served if those persons employed in Cambridge or who for other reasons seek
services in the city are able to choose a mode other than the automobile to get here. The issue facing the city is
how to provide adequate transit service to and from those communities with strong historic travel pattern
relationships to Cambridge; and conversely to encourage that relationship with communities which may not

now but could have significant transit options available to commutersin the future.

Theirregular road network in Cambridge contains numerous intersections with four or more converging
streets. Many of these intersections have been identified in recent Environmental Impact Reports as having an

existing level of service in the E or F range {that is, very poor, F being the worst condition). The result has

been increasing congestion in many parts of the city.

Twenty-two percent of Cambridge employees and 28 percent of the Cambridge labor force traveled to
work by transit in 1980. Although these percentages probably improved over the last decade, the majority of
workers are still using the automobile for their commute to work. Of significant importance is the high transit
use figure for travel to and from communities abutting Cambridge as opposed to those further away. Thisis

probably due to the relatively extensive bus system serving travel to and from these close neighboring

communities.

The greatest problem now and in the future is access from the north along the 1-93/Orange Line Corridor.
Between 15 and 20 percent of Cambridge jobs are filled by people living in that corridor, but as of now, tran-
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POLICY 16

Encourage regional employment
patterns that take advantage of areas
well served by transit to and from
Cambridge.

POLICY 17

Seek implementation of MBTA tran-
sit improvements that will provide
more direct and, where demand is
justified, express service to Cam-
bridge from those portions of the
region now inadequately served by
transit to Cambridge.



sitdoes nat exist and mgj or i mprovements are not contenpl ated in thenear
future. The Massachusdts Turnpike/Green Line Corridor to the wed is
another arealadking propertransit serviceto and fromCanbridge.
Implementation of the city's trangoortation objedives degpend heavily on
priorities esteblished and supportive actions teken & the rggiond and stae levd.
Pdides 16 and 17 areintended to ensuretha Cambridge resi dents have access to
jobs outside the city to which they can ga without necessary resort to the
autonobile and tha those who live elsewhere but work in or otheiwise have
bus nessin Cambridge have the opportunity to do the same.
The City should encourage those regiond investments inpublic trans-
portati on serviceswhich will makethose options avdlable.

Movement within Cambridge

There are many desirabl e, easily i dentified options for providing new
transportaion setvices to Cambridge. The probl em facing the city is how to
provide thosedes rabl e services and aternae modes of travd whilekeeping the
cogswithin thefinancid ability ofthecity to pay for them

Except for peak travel times, Canbridge res dents who have accessto an
autonobile generdly experiencelittle difficulty in saisfying thar travel needs.
Even under the parking restrictions of the City's Resident Parking Sti cker
Program, Cambridgeresidents are gill dlowed to park anywherewithin thedty.
Peoplerelying on public trangoortation, however, (eg. theddely, the
handi cgpped, the young) and others without autonobiles, often arerestricted as to
wherethey can go for essential services such & medical care, educaion and
recreation, to say nathing of work opportunities.
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Mostbus linesin Cambridge terminae at eitherHarvard or Central Squares. At present, only
onebusline permits Cambridgered dents to travd beéween thewegern and eagern patsofthe
city without the additional cost anddelay of at | east onetransfer. The result hasbeen that of trips
mede entirely within Carbridge, rel aively few are mede using public transportaion.

The problemofinadequae trangoortati on falls most heavily on the elderly and handi cgoped.
Many of these peopl edo not drive or have accessto an autormobil e. Mog of themare dependent on
walking and public trengportation, but their physicd limitati ons cause diffi culties in us ng fixed route
modes. Thewalk to the bus sop or transtaion, the wait, theheight of the step, thejostling, i mpati ent
crowds, the small Sgns, and thelack of public toiles dl combineto mekethis formof

transportaion unusabl e for many people. As areult, they areforced to usetaxi cabs, the closest

thingto the privae atonobile. However, the cost of taxi servicein general sharply limitstrave  IMBFave MBT'“‘ public transportation
service within the city including

updating routes, schedules, signs,
Agan it is certainly possibleto identify logicd improvements to the transportaionservices and bus stop placermant,

provided to Cambridge andits residents, egpecidly to thosenow poorly seved. It is neverthel ess
vital to recognizethefinancid limitaions within whichthe city mugt reasonably operae.

by this mode, esped ally for those on low fixed incomes.

Irvestigate the leasibility of develog-
ing and implameanting, within the
financial resources of the City, a
paratransit system, utilizing taxd cabs
where appropriate, in order to
supplement tha current MBTA aye-
term in Cambridge.
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Neighborhood Protection

To thrive, thedty must maintan an acceptabl e flow of goods and movement of people
between their homes and pl aces of empl oyment and the services they require. The nead isto
meintain tha flow with as littlenegative impact on thedty's residentid streds and
neighborhoods as possible.

Theinpact of heavy traffic volumes and trudksoperéing on local resdential
streets in Cambridge hasbeen wel publicized by various public agencies and dtizen
Encourage the state transportation organizations. The problemhas incressed steadily over the yearswith increased development
and environmental agencies to de- and the opening of the Massachusetts Tumpi ke and the Route 2 freeway insde Route128.
velop a regional goods movement  These ngjor State faciliti es have been responsibl e for asubstantial incresseinthrough truck
plan; in the meantime, use the City's trafficon local srees.

limited authority as much as pos-

sible to route truck traffic around Cambridge streets were not des gned to ensure conpati bility beween truds, high traffic
rather than through residential volumes and peopl e. Due to the narrowness of the sreets and the closeproxi mity of residenti al
neighborhoods. structures, traffic severely impacts resi dents in terms of noi se, vibration, air qudity and safety.

Pdides 20through 22 arefairly graightforward. They recognize, however, thatthecityis
i mbedded in alamger regiona nework of streets and highways and that travd and economic
Discourage vehicle travel through patterns often place acongrant onthekindsof actions the city can te&ke independently to
residential areas both by providing reducetheinpact of traffic on local streets and residentid ne ghborhoods.
roadway improvements around the Pdigy 22 highlightsthe need to proted residentsliving along minor arterial streets. For

nelghb.orhoods perimeters and by exanple, removing parking in residentid areas to increase vehid e capadty mght not beagood
operational changes to roadways

which will impede travel on local
streets.

ideaeven though it might have aclear traffic i mprovement benefit.

By

POLICY 22

Undertake reasonable measures to
improve the functioning of the city’s
street network, without increasing
through-capacity, to reduce conges-
tion and noise and facilitate bus and
other non-automobile circulation.
However, minor arterials with a
residential character should be pro-
tected whenever possible.
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Bicydes and Pedestrian | mprovements

The significant use of the bigycle and wa king has many obvious advantagesin a crowded city
whereairpallution, noise, and lack of space are real problens. The issue the city faces is the
extent to whid safe and conveni ent rights-of-way and parking facilities for bicycles, pathways
for pedestrians, and other i mprovements can be provided within an acceptabl e range of inpact
on other necessary trangportation modes and on the existing | and use fabric.
Theuse of the bicyd e as aserious means of travel has become popul ar in recentyears.
Bicyding is acheaper mode of travd than the autonobile, andis also more healthful and non
pollutingbut itis inconvenient during times of i nclement weather. Thisgrowing popul aiity has
led to increased conflia beween cyclig and nmotorists, duein large measureto aladck of public
accommodation for the bigycle. The perception of many motorists is tha bicydes are children's Encourage all reasonable forms of

toys whicdh bd ong on the sidewd k. On the other hand, many cycligsthink of themselves as nonautomobll.e tri_zvel including, for
example, making improvements to

the city’s infrastructure which would
ind uding sop signs, one-way streds and traffi ¢ si gnals and the needs of pedestri ans themsel ves. promote bicycling and walking.

Thetwo ngjor faciliti es needed for the bicyd e are asystemof protected rights-of-way and
secure orage spaces. Presently, there are few bicyclerights-of-way in Cambridge or in the rest
of the metropadlitan area. The difficulty with dlocati ng separae bicyd e pathswithin exising

"pedestrians on whed s" andignore rules and regul &ions pertaining to moving vehides,

rightsofway is the present cormpetition anong cars, buses, trucks, taxis, motorgycles,
pedestrians and parked vehicles within an already inadequae

physical gpace. In addition, commercial digrids, publicbuildings, most MBT A stations, and
nost enployers in Canbridgeoffer very littleintheway of bicyd e paking facilities.
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Walking is a necessary ajund to any successful sysem of nonauto
transportaion in thecity. Theobjectiveis to meke it a plessant and func-
tiond means of travel in as many kinds of weather as passble. To accom
plishtha mey reguiresomeinterference with theprimecy of more conven-
tiond modes oftravel, i .e. the autormpbil e, but also requires a concem for
the ddail sin the environment that meke walking more enjoyeble quality
of buildings and sidewdks, a continud network of foot paths to places
peoplewantto go, good integraion of those pahways with transit, some
protection frominclement weather.

Facilitaing bicyd e useincressesthe potential interference with the
autonobil e and even with wa king when thetwo are not wel separated.
Wheher removing parki ng, wideni ng ri ghts-of-way for bike paths or plac-
ingbigyclestorage facilities in public places, some degree of compromise
with othervalues orobjectives may be necessary; somereal chaices, based
on an assessment of rel ati ve benefitssusta nad, must be made.
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TheFederal Clean Air Act and Transportation Financing

Addressing the transportation objectives implied inthe policy statements inthis
document will require the investment of significant capitd and effort by the City and
every other leve of government and by private businesses and ordinary citizens. In
addition Cambridge and the entire region are now faced with another transportation-
rdaed imperative the implementation of the Federd Clean Air Act (CAA) as
amended in 1990. A mgor task facing the city and the region inthe next decadeis
finding the monies necessary to properly mantan the existing transportation sysem
while aso implementing projects required to dean our ar; simultaneously the city
must be concerned with how automobile use can be reduced without disrupting or
destroying the economic viability and hedth of the city.

The CAA requires tha no urban areaexceed unhealthy air quality conditions morethan
four timesin any threeyear period. When these gandards are exceeded for smog for ming
conmpounds, an air quality desgnation is ass gnedto theregion. Our metropolitan areais
ded gnated as moderate for carbon nmonoxi de and asserious for hydrocarbon emissons. The
serious ded gnati on means tha we nust reduce air pol lution emi ssions by 15 percent by 1996
and an aditional three percent annudly until wehave achieved aredudionin emissons
totaling 30 percent. Thisis all tobe achievedin the face of autonobiletravel incressing at a
currernt rate of over three percent per year .

A very serious problemari ses when trengportati on needs are matched aganst avaleble
funds. TheFiscd Y ear 1992 Transportati on Inprovement Program (TIP) for the Boston
Region contans $3.9 billion in trangt improvements and $5.5 hillionin highway

improvements programmed over the next fiveyears. However, avalal efederal funds overthe

next five years appear to bein theneighborhood of only $455 million ($569 million after a20
percent state match) for MBT A transit projects. The problemis that even with full
implementati on of the TIP projeds, theresult will beonly a1.67 percent reduction in carbon
monoxide.

POLICY 24

Support regional transportation and
land use policies that will improve
air quality by reducing dependence
on single-occupancy vehicles, both
through reduction in employment-
based travel and in other trips taken
for nonwork purposes.

POLICY 25

Promote the use of truly clean alter-
native vehicle technologies for nec-
essary vehicle travel particularly in
regards to fleets.

These paidessupport prograns for clean air but stress the nead totake aregiona approach

to the program Cambridge working d onewill nat have much inpact and woul d suffer severe

economi ¢ consequances & business woul d relocateto other communities without restridtion to

the deriment of theregion's air and | arger land use obj ectives.
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8 . Housing

Housing, its presevation and produdion, has bee at the center of public pdicy
discussions throughout the 1980s. As with many other land use and devd opment issues,
housing policy at the local level is condrained by many factors from past history to
contenporary economic trends. As with al land use issues, however, there is room for
choiceandthe potential to shape and guide the future.

Assumption

> Canbridge's traditional neé ghborhoods should be maintainedand pre
sewed at ther historic scal e, density and characte .

This has been an evolving, but de facto, City policy for at | ezst two decades. With rare
exceptions, for thosetwenty years rezoning in residentid neighborhoods, fromMid-
Canbridgeto North Canbridge, have reaulted in lowering permitted dendties and hed ghts
to metch more closdy the exi ging devd opment pattern and scd e. The Townhouse
Ordinance, through itsseverd revisions from1976 to 1989, was gecifically developed and
intended to enacurage ascal e and charader of development more sy mpatheti c tothe wood-
frame, two-and three-gory building patterntha predom nates in nost resdential digridsin
Cambridge. The adopti on of two neighborhood conservation digtrids (in Mid-Canrbridge
and in Ndghborhood 10)in themid 1980s provided avery srongnon zoning tool tolimit
significantly alteration to theprevaling character of these ne ghborhoods.

Harvard Street provides aparticulaly vivid rgpresentaion of the messive disruption to
the exiging neighborhood fabric the successve rezonings of the 1970s and 1980s were
designed to prevent; 295 Harvard Street and 334 Harvad Street are primary exanples of
this.
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Assumption

> The opportunities to expand Canmbridgée s inventory of housing, market
rateor affordable, areseva elylimited in exising res dential naghbor hoods.

This policy assumption flows directly fromthe previous one. Exiging resdentia
neighborhoods arefully developed in thesense tha thereisnot much vacant land
avail able for new hous ng congrudion. However there are exanples of thevery
occad ona vacant ot passed over in the 1980s boomyears or anon conforming
indudria building that might be convertedto res dential use. Even with the
sysematic reductionsin the permitted zoning envd opein residentid
neighborhoods, there are occasiond devd oped|ots which could legdly
accommpdate an additional unit or two or atownhouse cluger in theback yard. In
total, however, the potenti al of such opportuniti es cannat be expected to account
for morethan one or twohundred new unitsin any given decade. As the 1980s
havelocated the most avdl bl e of those development opportuniti es thepaotentid
for new devd opment sitesislikdyto be even dimmer in the future.

The Agassizneighborhood il ludrates the result of the two decadel ong effort to
reduce permitted density in the city's residentid ned ghborhoods. In aportion of
tha neighborhood two successve rezonings, in 1979 and 1982, altered the
applicabledigriad zoning fromthe high-densty Res dence C-3 to Residence C-1
and thento its aurrent lower-density Res dence B des gnation. In the course of
those rezonings the allowed resdential unit dendty hasbeen reduced d ght fold
from 144 housing units per acreto jus 17 units per acre. Thisis certdanly avery
drametic change not typical in itsscal e, but surely typical in its trend.

In such congrained ciraumstances nev housng congrudion mey result in
theloss of someinportant neighborhood asse. An attenpt to incressethe
potentid for more housing may resultin thetrade off of some other necessary or
dedrable public or community benefit.
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This design sketch is a study of the
possibilities for new housing and open
space in a former industrial area. To
make such a vision become a reality,
many parties must reach agreements and
work together over many years.

Assumption

> The greatest, and pethaps only, opportunity for congrudion of signifi cant quantiti es of
new housingisto befound in those aress which have been traditiondly used and
devd oped for non residentid, principally industrial, uses.

Thispolicy premiseisanatura and inevitable corollary to the aove propositions
While the fabric of the city's residentid neighborhoods has been reinforced over the
past two decades, the city'sindustrid didricts have been undergoing a significant
physicd transformation in response to regiona and nationd economic devel opment
trends. Old line industries have declined and new enterprises have gained
ascendancy. Thistransitiona period has crested opportunities for redeve opment of
industrid properties tha has not been possible or desired in established residentid
ne ghborhoods. In addition, the zoning envelope in non residentid districts has
traditiondly permitted a gregter intensity of deve opment than the city's residentid
districts; when residentia devel opment is permitted in anon residentid district the
scd e of devel opment and number of units constructed is likely to dwarf that which
would be constructed in any residentia nelghborhood today under current City
devd opment policy.

The development history of the 1980svividly ill ustraesthe point. Those
devd opments accounting for thevast mgj ority of the housing units constructed during the
decade hare been built in areas currently zoned non residentid or in areas used for i ndustry
prior tothdr redevd opment to residentid use.
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Thelig ofthesedevd opmentsis alengthy one and includes the
following mejor projeds Graves Landing, 170 units; Rivercourt,170 units
The Esplanale, 206 units The Pavilion, 114 units Thomd kePlace and
Spring Streg Condomi niums, 90units; Bay Sjuare, 110units; 931
Massachusetts Avenue, 50 units; Cambridgeport Commons, 100 units,
Charles Square, ¥4 units University Green, 70 units; University Park, 142
units Church Corner, 85 units; Richda e Terrace, 40 units fourteen hundred
units constructed in areas traditiondly zoned and/or used for non residentid
use, fully 70% of the units construded during thedecade.

Assumption

> Canbridge's existing housng god is and will continueto remain its

prindpal housing resourceand its greates opportunity for reaining and
expanding affordability .

Thecity's exiginghous ng inventory will remain the vast preponderance of
all housingin Cambridge in any foreseesbl e future. At an average of 2,000
unitsof new hous ng in each recent decade, each future decadés incrementd
addition tothe housing stock, now at 42,000 unitsin 1990, is going to be
very moded. Past alditions refl ecting robus merket conditions, strong
public subsdy, and avail ableland have probably come nmore easily than will

additions in the future.
Assumptions

> Every effort shou d be made to encour age an expansion of thecity's
housing inventory.

>|n order to maintain thecity’ sdiverse population, every effort should be
made to assurethe preservation and creation of affordable housing units.

Degitethelimitaions and inherent conflidstha mey arise, it is inportant
tha new hous ng be congruaed within thecity in thefuture. Cambridge lies
at theheart of alarge metropoliten areaand is, and has been for more than a
century, asignificantindustrial, and now, commercia center. It is dear tha
new commercial construction generades some additiond demand for new
housing and places pressureon the housing god that aready exists. It is
a 90 clear that the closer peopleliveto their place of employment the greater
the opportunity to choose other than an autormobiletrip to get there. By its
very naureresidentid devd opment, as a subgitute for alternae conmercial
devd opment schemes, generaes much |esspeak hour commuter traffic. It is
along ganding urban planning truismtha thepresence of housing in mixed-
use developments adds an inportant el ement of activity tha inproves the
safety andlivability of predomi nantly non residentid districts.
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Many factorsquite beyondthe control of the City of Cambridge determinewhere
people chooseto live and how they conmute to work; but the nore benign options
from Cambridges perspedive: living closeto work, t&kingthe T, or walking to
thejob, will becomeincreasingly | ess likely or possibl eif some measure of new
housingis not constructed along with the nev additionsto the commercial and
indugtrial component of the city's |and use. Cambridgés rol e as aregional
enployment center undoubtedly means tha a perfect match between job creation
and housingwill not be achieved; but areasonabl e approxi metion can be
attempted. Tough pdicy choices are not alwaysinevitable. Eas Carbridgehas
showntha houd ng canbe asignificant component of am xed-use digtrid that also
generades many new jobs and Sgnificant City revenues. In other areasofthecity,
asaongthedd ralroad corridorsin North Cambridge, theindugrid zoning is an
anachroni smthat does nat offer the potential for significant new jobs or City
revenue but does offer the potenti al for appropriatenew housing constructi on.
Many techniqueshave been employed in zoning to encourage hous ng in non
residentid areas or as aconponent of mixed use development. Those efforts, in the
right real estate merket have proven quite successful. Simlar and more creative
techniques should be enployel in the future. Canbri dge's | arge i nsti tuti ons, which
place aheary demand on the city's housing supply, al o have an opportunity to
contribute significantly to the supply of new housng at higher dendties and at
locaions tha may not bedisruptiveto their adjacent red denti al neighbors.

A conpanion concem, i nterwoven with theissue of housing production, is
tha of affordability. Sincethe 1970s, demogregphic, economic and real esatetrends
have combinedto meke a Canbridge home |l ess and | ess affordabl e for Cambridge
residents, partiaulaly for low-and moderate income families with children. The
incmerequiredto rent amarket rate two-orthree-bedroomapartment is beyond
the reach of more than hdf of Canbridge households. A snglefamily homeon
averageis affordable by only 18 percent of those households. The shedding of
housing support programs, first by the federal government beginning in the1980s
and now by the gate govemment as fiscal resources bemme even morelimted, has
medeit incressingy difficult to amelioratethe costinpact of the highdemend for
Canbridge housing by progperoushousehal ds. This demand has been facilitated in
part by the recently popular condomi niumform of ownership and aggravaed by
the limted opportunities to expand the housing supply and by the basic cg ofthe
land and | abor needed to build housing.
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Much of the past decade has been spent devd oping opti ons for address ng the
affordability problen at thelocd levd through linkage payment requirementsin the
zoning ordi nance, the establi shment of the Affordabl e Housing Trug, ind usionary
housing regui rementsin some zoning digrids, srong support for anumber of local
non profit houd ng agend es, and most recently aproposal to etablish aland bank of
City ownedland for use as housing Stes in the future.

The Affordable Housing Trust provided
funds to belp create a group home for
ten low and moderate income mentally
ill adults. This architecturally attractive
project builds bridges between neigh-
bors and differently abled persons.
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Housing Policies
These housing polid es define the City's commi tment to maintai ning Cambridge
neighbor hoods as places wher ehousehol ds of great diversity can continueto live.

Neighborhood Character

Maintaining and preserving the rich and diverse physcal dcaracter of Cambridge's
residentid neighborhoods is among the more significant policy objedives of the City. That
physical diversity, fromcolonia era mansions on Bratle Street and working class three
deckers in Wellington Harrington, to sixties era apatment buildings on Harvard Stred,
sugainsthesodal diversity of income, class and ethnidty that is a Canbridge trademerk,
particularly when that physicd diversity is conmbined with efforts to develop or preseive
affordable housing. Neverthel ess, the question invaiably arses as to the extent to which
tha phydcal diversty should be maintained, modified or compromised in the face of
perennid demands for additional housng, in patialar affordable housing, and for

additional developmentto increase Gty tax revenues.

The Lincoln School was renovated to
provide 20 units of housing with one
quarter of these for subsidized home-
ownership. Reusing this historic struc-
ture belped make the housing fit com-
fortably in the established neighbor-
hood.
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POLICY 26

Maintain and preserve existing resi-
dential neighborhoods at their cur-
rent density, scale, and character.
Consider exceptions to this policy
when residents have strong reserva-
tion about existing character, are
supportive of change, and have
evaluated potential changes in
neighborhood character through a
planning process.

Neighborhood preservaion, however, has been a growing priority in
Canbridgesncethe lae 1970s. The Townhouse Ordinance of 1976 {and its
subsgquent refinements) was adopted precisely to encourage smell-scale
devdopments that are conpatible with existing naghborhood patterns. The
speda authority sought by Cambridge, {and granted by the Iegislature in
1979), to contrd ingitutiond uses was nmotivaed by the same objedive:
prevention of whol esd e expang on and encroachment of ingitutiond uses into
residentid areas. Other measures advand ng that same objective have included
adoption of the Denmplition Ordinance in 1979, the Ingitutiond Use
Regul ati ons amendment to the Zoning Ordinancein 1981, and credion of the
Haf Crown and Mid-Cambridge Conservation Districts in 1984 and 1985
respedively.

Urban blight, dil gpidated housing, or general deterioraion naurdly are
not among those neighborhood atributes tha the City seeks to preserve.
Therefore, Policy 26 sugged s that positive changesin nd ghborhood charader
can be brought about by apartidpaory planning process with neighborhood
residents that will result in physical dtergions thet are desrable, necessary and
consi gent with the principal objective of the policy.
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New AffordableHousing and Target Populations
in Existing Neighborhoods

High demand for the dty'shous ng inventory and the dty's apped to an increasngly professonal,

hi gher income popul ati on escal aed bath the sd e price and rents for existing housing in the 1980s.

Without palidestha contribute to thepreservation and devd opment of mixed-income housing,

Canbridgefaces the diginct pasghility tha the existing diversity ofiits popul ation will be eroded or

logt. Twelve percent of the city's housing o is avail abl e to lower income householdsthrough a

varigy of government subsidies. Another 40 percent is subjed to rent control but thereisno guarantee

tha thoseunits will be occupied by |ow-or moderae-income resi dents. The city'sobjectiveis not
necessarily to increase the proporti on of units avalableto low-and moderae-income citizens, but Whete possibla, constiuct new st
merely to conpensate for the loss of such units to higher income housenal ds, through new fordable housing that fits neighbor-

affordabl e housing constructi on or substantial rehabilitation of existing units. That beingthe case, hood character, In existing residen-
the city must then thread apach between the continuing need for new affordabl ehous ng units and tial neighborhoods housing should
be built at a scale, densaty, and char-

ncter consistent with existing devel-
It is recogni zed that opportunities for the City to expand the housing inventory in existing gpmment patterns. Permit reconstruc-

the desireto preservethe essentid charader of the neighborhoods as they now exist.

neighborhoods is severdy limited. Even with limited opportunities, however, navly constructed tion of affordable housing (defined
housingis possiblebut it must be designed to fit existing deve opment patems. Additionally it &% MeTe than 50% of units rented or
should serve to maintain the mixed-income, culturally diverse naure of the city's neighborhoods. awned by households st 80% or less

than median income) that serves a
Nevethdess, sucdhinfill housing opportunities are estimetedto produce not likdy more than 200 e range of incomes and groups

unitsin any given decadle. at previous nonconforming density
Pdides 27 and 28 are dl 0 motivated by an i ncressing concem tha demographic, economic, Where reconstruction is less expen-

and real estaetrendshave combinedto meke a Canbridge homeless and | ess affordabl e for s than Ireh&hu litation. E mph:?u-r:
construction of affordable housing
current Cambridge residents.

designed for families with children.

The Ulniversity Park progect will includs
A sereits of howsing, O these, 150
senits of mixed-income housing are
proposed alovg Brookling Street. The
residencas are betng detigned to resped
the character of the Cambridgepors
sighibarfhaod,
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That trend is particularly acute for low-and moderated ncome households with children. The
incmerequiredto rent amarket-rate two-or threebedroomapartment is beyond the reach of
more than 50% of Cambridge's households. A snglefamily houseis affordabl e to only 18% of
those households. The near abandonment of hous ng support prograns by the federal and stae
governments has madeit extremely difficult for cities such as Cambridge to narrow that

"affordability gap". That gap is an epecidly inportant i ssuein Canbridge where over 50% of

househd dshavel ow-or noderatei naomes.

In an effort to prevent wholesde gentrification and displacement in Canrbridge's existing
neighborhoods, the City devoted much of the past decadeto developing options for addressing
Affordable housing in rehabilitated the "affordability gep". Those range from linkege payment requirements in the zoning
or newly constructed buildings ordinance and the egablishment of the Affordable Housng Trug, to inclusonary housng

should serve a wide range of house- requirements in certan zoning districts and strong City support for a number of local non
holds, particularly low-and moder-
ate-income families, racial minori-
ties, and single persons with special
needs.

profit housing agendes. The pdides are meant to affirmthe City's conmitment to stebilize
the current diverse, mixed income nature of Cambridge'sneighborhoods.

Minimum household income required to rent or buy
housing in Cambridge

$ thousands

Rent 1 BR market 2 BR market Condominium Single family

controlled apt. rate apt. rate apt. $166,000 home

$400/mo. $650/mo. $950/mo. $200,000
Typical rentals Median priced homes

Assumes 30% of household income towards housing costs.

39H
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Rehabilitation of the Existing Stock of Housng

Cambridge's existing houdng inventory is and will continue to be itsprincipd housing

resource and greatest opportunity for retaining ne ghborhood diversity. If the dud

objectives of preserveion of existing neighborhoods and stabilization of the existing

variety of households are to be met without serious conflict, the City mug focus much

of its housing effort on the renovation and rehabilitation of the existing housing gock.
The motivation behind these rehahilitaion policies (Palicy 29 and 30) is largdy tha of

enabling present Canbridge residents, particul aly those with low-and moderatei ncomes as well

astheddely, to remain in theirhomes despite adverse economi ¢ ciraunstances. Towards tha end

the City, in partnershi p with non profit housing agenci es, administers awide range of prograns

ded gned to lessen thefinancid burden on homeowners of upgradingther homes. Encourage rehabilitation of the ssdat-
The Home Improvement Program (HIP), is onesuah effort and is designed to stebilize ing houwsing stock, Concontrate City

present ocaupancy for | ow-and moderated noome homeowners. The programworks through funds and staff efforts on rehabilita-
tion that will provide units for low-

extending financid and technicd assistance tothose homeowners who are prinmerily elderly and erate-income residants

couples or angle parent househa ds. They may be peoplewho live done and are unableto cope
with the required repairs or cannot get financing for the repairs. Often thel oans and technical
assistance provided through theprogramenabl e elderly residentsto remain in houses they might Cancentrate rehabilitation efforts in

otherwi se beforced to vacae. Duein patt toHIP, which has been operaedin thecity for thelast e cify's pradominantly low-and
rroderate-income neighborhoods,

twenty years, low-and moderae-income Canbridge homeowners havenat beenthe targets of
unscrupul ous mortgage lenders as has occurred in other communiti es.

Another exanpleis the Cambridge Né ghborhoods A partment Housing Service (CNAHS),
which is apartnership of owners, tenants, lenders, and City officials. Its job is to promote
invesment andinprovements in multi-famly, rent controll ed buildings, while kegpingthe rents
affordable. CNAHS adminigers aloan pool through which money for improvementsis loaned at
different interest rates, dgpending on the tenantinconme. Landlords are required, through deed
restrictions, to rent to low4 ncome fanilies. This approach has been successful in meeting thetwin
objectives of preserving thehous ng stock and mei nta ning the affordability of the units.
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POLICY 31

Promote affordable homeownership
opportunities where financially fea-
sible.

POLICY 32

Encourage non profit and tenant
ownership of the existing housing
stock.

The Community Development Depart-
ment, working with Homeowner’s
Rehab, developed six townhouses on
Columbia Street for ownership by low-
and moderate-income families.

Homeowner ship

Canbridgeis predominantly acity of renters, as only 30% of its house holds ownthdr homes. The
trend in Cambridge over the past decade hasbeen one of rapidly escal aing housing values which
meke homeownership increas ngly out of reach for all |ow-and moderate-income housena dsinthe
city. But homeownershi p often acts a a stébiliz ng forcein neighborhoods. Therefore, widening the
options for homeownership benefitsboth thelarger community and theindividual households
involved. Non profit and tenant ownership of housing is another way of achieving those benefits
while also enauring fair access of low and moderae i name households to affordable hous ng.
Ownership of some of the multi-famly housing godk by either non profit housing agencies or by
tenants isone way to ensure access tothese units for low-and moderae-income resi dents. Under
either arrangement, tenants can have alarger rol e inthe management of the buil dings in whicd they
live. In addition, thenon profit agend es have astrong trad recordin finand ng rehabilitati on without
resort to unaffordabl e rent increases.
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Redevelopment of | ndustrial Areas

If exi sting neighborhoods are nat fertile ground for significant quartities of new housing units,
the redevelopment of Canbridgés indudrid areas offers mgjor opportunities for expanding the
city'shousng inventory. The city's industrial aress have been undergoing sgnificant physcal
transformetion in reponse to naiond and globd economic trends. As old industrid sectors
decline, the nation of creating new mixed-use districts where those indudries once thrived
becomes adistind posshility. The choicefaced by the dty, however, is how that |and resource
should be dlocated between conpeting demands for its use job creation, open space, housing,

tax revenue. POLICY 33

The redevelopment of the East Cabridge fiverfrort is agood exampleofthecreation ofa  Encourage where appropriate, rec-
ognizing housing’s possible impact

on desirable industrial uses, the
rate hous ng, hasplayed aprom nent role. Indeed, the vast mgjority of housng built in the 1980s construction of new affordable hous-
was congrudedin areasthen currently zoned for nonresdentia useor in areas usedindustrially if‘g through “’:qUi’eme"t_sr i"Cf’"‘
prior to redeve opment. FIV&?, and'zonlng regulatlons., |.nc|ud-
ing inclusionary zoning provisions,
in portions of the city traditionally
tha everylaot or development upon it insuch distri cts should have acomponent of housing. developed for nonresidential, princi-
pally industrial, uses. Create effec-
tive, well designed transitional zones
between residential and industrial
residentid neighborhood can be srengthened and extended or where altemate commercial uses  uses.

of new mixed-use environment in aformer industrial district where housing, in this case merket-

It cannot be expectedtha houd ng is suitablein every comer of every industria district or

However, it can be expected that new housing can be appropriate, and not in conflict with other
uses, in some portions of most industrial aress, particularly wherethe edge of an existing

particularly conpatiblewith res dential adivity are antid paed.

Zoning incentives encouraged housing
on the sites of the Esplanade and River
Court projects; residential use was al-
lowed to be one quarter more dense
than permitted office use. Because the
bousing market was stronger than the
office market in the late 1980s, housing
was built.
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9 . Economic Development
and Employment

Cambridge's economi ¢ success, whether it is measured by the jobs provided to dty residents
or thetaxes paid to support Gty services, has depended in the past and will continueto
depend in thefuture, onthe synergismcreated among and between mgj or research
ingitutions, itswdl educaed and traned citi zenty, thewide rangeof phys cal places where
enterprise can seitl e, and apragmati c regul atory environment whereprablems can be

anti cipated and sol utions foundin advanceof serious conflict.

Assumption

>A strong commer cial and industrial /and use componentis vital to the
maintenance of Canbridge's gena a economic health.

Just asthecity is not expeded to grow all thefood its citi zens require, or provide al the
services that are necessary for any family, it isnot reasonabl e to expect that acity canbe
totally sdf-sufficient in the revenuerequiredto ddiver its publicservices. Neverthel ess, the
past decadehasiillustrated the advantagesto any city of ahealthy and diverse economic base.
For most of the decade Cambridgehas maintained avery low unemployment rae, even
below that enjoyed by the sate & awhol e during the most heady economic growth years.
Even now with falling enployment everywhere, the city gill fairs betterthan the
Commonwedth as awhole. When Cambridge red dents are enpl oy el they of course are
nmore easily eleto contributeto thecity's total well being.

Perhaps more drametically, the burden of financing City govemment has shifted and
now rests most extensively on thenon residentid portion of the City's conmitment lig. In
1990, two-thirds of the City's total property tax | evy wassecured fromindugtrid and
commercia property, reversing the burden bome by Cambridge's homeowners as recently as
1981. Whil e thepace and scope of commercia expansionin the 1980s cannat be cons dered
the normfor all time, the consequence of that expans on does indicate the grea financid
power, fiexibility and freedomgranted to the Gity when an incread ngly vd ueble and
dynamicindustrid and commercia sector canbe maintained. Since 1984 the Oty hasbeen
ableto finance $200,000,000in capitd investments. In theprevi ous decade no money went
to suchimprovements andthe City was effectively excluded from
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capital markets. The grea challenge facing Canbridgetoday isto dderminethe
appropriate pace and smpeof the future expand on and devd opment of the city's non
residentid land use component.

Assumptions

> The health of thecity'sindustrial sector is fundamentally dependenton
itsahility to respond to the change and innovation demanded bythe national and
international econory.

>Thecity' s dense, inner metropalitanlocation, its histori c devd opment pattern,
and itsresultant cost ¢ruduremakeit an inappropriateand non conpetitive
location for ente prises for whomproduction costs, parking availability and other
factors, found in morefawrabl e quantities in thesuburbs, ar e of uppe most

concern.

>Thecity' sindudria and commercial advantagesliein its proximityto and the
density of innovative enterprises and individual s and in theopportunities to nurture
new ideas in a widerange of phydcal | ocations that canadapt to changed
requirements for new enterpri ses.

> Land useregul ations should pe mit flexibilityof usesand providea widerange of
physical spacefromlow-densty R andD for start-up operations, to modern,
sped ally designed high-technol ogy facilities.

Themiracle of Cambridge's commercial expansion in the 1980s is natedin the fact
tha most of the nev commercial space createdin that decade has been filled through
the expansion of enterprisesindigenous to Cambridge and frequently non exi gent
fifteen or twenty years ago. Without theinnovati on andinvention spawnedin the
creative environment of Cambridge, thedying and migraing indugries that
characteri zed the city twenty years ago mght not have been replaced by thedynamic
and cutting edge enterprisestha typify the city today. It hasnot beenthe sewvicein-
dudtries of downtown Boston or theland hungry badk offi ce and manufacturing
entemprises of the suburbs that Canrbridge has secured. Ratherit is aunique mix of
innovati ve enterprises that enjoy and indeed requirethedty'sintenseintellectual and
experimenta environmenttha feed thelocd economy and choose to meke
Canbridge home. It woul d appear to bethecity's speda nichetonurture nev
ventures wherethe gimul aion of conpetition, innovaion and collaboraionon the
part of others engaged in similar enterprises outweighs the costsofacity locaion.
These cogsind ude high rent, lack of parking, and all the other space and cost factors
tha suburbs can offer more cheaply and which gpear to tempt even Canbridge bred
conpani es as they mature.
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The city's gpecid nedl is to provide those physicd environments tha
meke insecure eally experimentaion posshle, as well as those gecidizeal
environments that permit the more mature experimentation and prototypicd

manufacturing tha success demands.
Assumptions

>Exiging retail digricts should be ¢rengthened andreinvigorated where
necessary; new retail digricts should not be encouraged and are not needed.

>Each retail area should beremgnized for its uniqueassets, opportunities
and functions and those aspects should be srengthened.

>Devel opment pattansinall commercial and industrial distrids should

be controlled to minim ze negativeimpadson abutting residential

neighborhoods.

Cambridge is wdl served by retal squares and corridors which have for the
most part been in existence in one form or other for decades. Each one has
unique aspects in scae, gopearance, sarvices provided and the variable extent
to which they servethelocd community, thecity as awhole or awider region
extending wel beyond Cambridge. Only in East Cambridge with the
establishment of the regiond retall mal exceeding 700,000 square feet in area
has the City consciously sought to establish a new retail center with no

historicd precedent; it seems unlikdy that any attempt should be made to

establish any other completdy new retail complex in the Harvard and Central Squares have
special qualities that derive from their

historical development.

future anywhere in the city.
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Theexistingdistricts inthér many guises should, however, be supported
through publicpadicy inseverd ways. To the extent that it is feasibl e, given the
propensity of shoppers to diiveto performeven the nost routine shopping
errand, every effort should be medeto reain and encourage that dement in
each district's mx of enterprises that servesthe neadsof the abutting
community.

Whereagecid character has emerged or is laent in adigrid’s existing
bus nesses, such astheintemationa flavor of the ethnic restaurants of Centrd
Square orthe academic ambience of the many bookgores in Harvard Square,
tha spedal character should be enaouraged.

Finaly, whaever its fundion, each retal district should enploy ascae
and designtha ensuresits day to day functioning is cormpati ble with and not
intrud ve upontheres dential neighbors tha in so many cases liejust beyond
the commercial facades.

The City's ability to control merket aspeds of retail digrids
beyond thescal e, dendty and character of the physicd srudures built
is very limted; such actions as are useful and effective should be
enployel tosustan the diverse character of the city's reail districts.
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Assumption

> Devel gpment appr oved within the cntext of an area-wide design plan
should be supported through to cormpl eion; neverthd ess wher e plans have
become obslee or unfulfilled, additional planning review isappropriate.

The development of an urban design plan, from conception to conpl etion and
execution requires multi pl e efforts from many individua public and privae
groups and may take adecade or nore. For exanple, East Canbridgeriverfront
plaaning wasinitiated inthelae 1970s and it isonly now nearing conpleion & a
physical redlity in 1993.

Commitment to tha plan on thepart of the City, demonstraed through
substantid financid expenditures and consistent appli cation of agreed upon
standards duringthe years of public review of the severd privae projects that
physically created the plan, was essentid to ingill the confidence necessary on the
part of private land owners and developers who were askedto invest heavily in
time and money on the promi setha the Gty would gay the course for adecade
or nore. However, asthe decade of the 1980s indi cated, tenyears can reveal
much, including poor choices with regard to development policy or inadeguaci es
in the mechanisims enpl oyed by the City to control and shape the physicd
environment. Whaever itspalides, the City must be fl exi bl e enough to respond
to changing ciraumstances wherenecessary but d so steadfast enough to provide a
policy environment in which private ded s ons can be mede with regard to
invesment for the future with reasonabl e assurance tha those invesments can
bear fruit.

Economic Devd oppment and Enployment 103



Assumption

>Canbridgeresidents should be giventhe opportunityto maximizetheir
access tothejob opportunitiesoffered by economi ¢ enterprises housed
withinthecity.
Thecity's busnesses area vital source of employment. Today in
Canbridge, there are more jobs (103,227) than res dents (95,802).
However, only 206% of the city's resdents work in Cambridge.
This figurehas seadily dedined from 1970 when 31.8% of all
residents also worked in Canbridge. This is due, in part, to the
changing naureof the econormy and thetypesofjobs available in
thecity.

It isimportant for severd reasonstha Camrbridge residents begiven
every opportunity to take advantage of job possibiliti es within the dty and
sharein and contribute to thebenefits of thelocd economy. A skilled
locd workforceis amgjor assd in attrading new bus nesses to Canbridge
and hd ps strengthen the city's economic base. In additi on, employees who
live near their jobs have anumber of trangportation altematives avdlable
to them, reducing their dgpendenceon the autonobil e and decressing the
anmount of traffic and congestion inthe city .Reduced commuting time
a0 alows individuals greater flexibility inthar persond lives and
enabl es themto spend noretime on activitiesof their choice.

To increasethe patidpaionof city resdentsinthelocal econony, it
is necessary to provide amix of enployment opportunities requiring a
rangeof skill levds.
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Economic Development and
Employment Policies

The ability of the City toimplement the pdicy directions suggested in other functiona aress
will depend inlarge measure on the success with which it advances the following economic
devel opment policies.

Evolving I ndustrial Areas

While much of Cambridge can be expeded to change very dowly and only within avery limited
range, thecity's old lineindugrid digrids, in the esstem portion of Cambridge and in Alewife, can
be expectedto change radicdly in the years ahead as they did in the most recent decade of sub-
stantial growth. Because they congitute such alarge area (nmore than ten percent of thetotd area of
thecity) and are drealy evolving physcaly in regponse to the merket forces changing the nature

of theregiond and

3 e s 8 . The former Ford Assembly Plant is

4 Py being renovated for occupancy by a firm
that specializes in personal emergency
response systems.
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POLICY 34

Cambridge’s evolving industrial
areas are a valuable resource whose
mix of uses must be carefully
planned over the next twenty years.

POLICY 35

Appropriate development in the
city’s evolving industrial areas
should be encouraged to maintain
the city’s overall economic health ,
to expand the tax base, and expand
job opportunities for Cambridge
residents.

POLICY 36

The observable trend towards the
development of clusters of related
uses in the city’s evolving industrial
areas should be strengthened
through the city’s land use policies.

POLICY 37

In evolving industrial areas for which
economic development, urban de-
sign, or other plans have been devel-
oped, private phased development
consistent with those plans should
be permitted to develop to comple-
tion, even if completion may take
more than a decade.

national econony, these digrids provide an opportunity to address many ofthe
city'sland usepoalicy objectives with theleast conflia with estebli shed
devd opment patterns and between and amongthevariouspolides.
Neverthdess such anirvanacan only be achievedifthereis aclear
recognition that theland resourceisnot unlimted, tha many choiceshave
already been medetha limit future options, and tha in many circumstances land
use and policy conflicts can only be avoidedin the context of detaled |and use
plansin force over many years. Careful recognition al o must be mede of the
external impacts changes withinthese distri cts can meke on abutting,
established red dentia neighborhoods.
Given thewiderecognition that thesedistricts are aunique ssse, the
city isfaced withthetask of outlining the devd opment process and
establi shing the physicd plan by whichits multipl eobj ectives can be
met in areasonableway in these areas.

Many policy objectives unrd ated to economi c devd opment can be nost
easily saisfied within anyoneofthe severd industria aress withinthecity.
Without acareful process for detailingthe recommended mix of usesin such
digricts, the City's economic policy objedives may, over time, be severely
conpromised. Even within the morelimited policy field of economic
devd opment, careful planningis required to assurethat, as aninstance,
unimproved industrial aress, important in incubati ng futureindudrid activity,
arenotlaost in the processof redevel opment.

Canbridge has experienced successive waves of technol ogy innovaionin
conputer hardware, oftware, biotechnology, and perhgs now parall el
process ng super conputers. It isimportant tha less expensive and relativdy
unimproved land and buildings remain avail abl e in orderto accommodate
futureindpient technologies in adition itisinportant that there be adiversity
ofindustrial land uses to avoid dependence on any dngleor limited range of
indugtries.

Within the clear limitsimposal by the City's limited ability to shape and
dired economic forces, aconprehensive plan for devd opment inthese areas
offers the best opportunity to preserve the diversty of development
characterigics soinmportant to the city's economic future.

It can be expected that these arezs will provide thegreatest opportunity to
add to thecity'sinventory of jobs and its tax base, two d ements that wil |
mai ntain the dty's future econom c health asthey did in thedecade just past.
Whereinfrastrucureis already in place and when externd inpactson city
neighborhoods can be controll ed, the new jobs and enhancal revenue potential
from such digridsis partiaulaly vd uabl ebecause the added cogsto the city
can beminimal.
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Pdicy 36 recognizes thatin many knowledge intend veindustries, conpanies cluser
together geographicdly as they grow. This clugering facilitaes formal and informel
informetion flow among compani estha enablesthemto say ahead of rapidy changing
technol ogies and commercia applicaions. These clugers canserve asimportant focal points
of economi c growth with the egablishment of ancillary supply networks and rel aed service
activities.

To be successful the clugers rely heavily on the accunulated ills of thelocd workforce

and on clear and understandabl e regul aion rd ating tothdr industries.

A phased devd opment, which may requiretenyears or moreto achieve cormpletion,
depends on a confidencein the future charader of an areato judify theinitia investment
which may only reap an adequate reum as the prgj ect nears conpleion.Pdicy 37 suggests
tha apublicly approved master or uban designplan isimportant in esablishing tha
confidenceandthé itis essentid that privete development schemes consistent with the public
vidon begranted the protedion to unfol d asintended.

Circumstances change, however, and unforeseen negaiveinpacts can arise overthelife
of a multi-year prgject. Inthe most egregious ciraunmstances the city must be ableto adjust its
poligy diredion. But such changein direction must bedone prudently, after consderable
analyds oftheimpacton al patiesinvoved, andonly after every approved project has a
reasonabl e opportunity to fulfill its i ntended obj ectives.

The congant renewal ofthelocal economy through the growth of new conpanies,
responding to new market forces and new techna ogies, is critical to thecity's economic
health. Over time, new activities and processes may come and go in acompany and the
physical formrequired for each may vary. Policy 38 inplies that to the extent tha the
unforeseen eval utionary pah of anew company can be acoommodated fl exibly within the
City'sland userggul atory framework the beterthe city can benefit fromthevaried
enployment patems and finand al reums thesegrowing enterpri ses supply .

However, the desrability of granting dgnificant regul atory flexibility topermit new
enterprises to evolve naturally, in ways difficult to anti cipate, must be bal anced by the nead to
definethoselimits beyond which devd opment will not be all owedto proceed or thosepaths it
will not be allowel to follow. These limits are necessary to contain or prevent thenegdive
impacts that might bespun off onto abutting residentid neighborhoods (Pdicy 39).
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Within clearly established limits,
land use regulations in the evelving
imdusirial areas should recognize the
naed for flexibility of wse - as for
instance between offioe, reseanch,
and light manufecturing activities -
and provide for a wide range of
denaity options throughout the city
including those which fosfer re-
saareh and developrment and star-
up oparations,

POLICY 30

Dipvelopment patterns in all nonresi-
dieniial areas must be planned to
minimize nagativa impact on abut.
ting residential neighborhoods,



POLICY 40

The City should actively assist its
residents in developing the skills
necessary for them to take full ad-
vantage of the city’s changing eco-
nomic makeup and to provide the
personnel resources which would
make Cambridge a desirable place to
locate and expand.

POLICY 41

The benefits of a strong employment
base should be extended to portions
of the resident population that have
not benefitted in the past; the City
should support appropriate training
programs that advance this objec-
tive.
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Employment

Of course every Cambridge resident neednat find ajob within the
city, and every resident should be able to secure the best possible
employment available within the region. However, many
advantages accrue to the city and its residents, anong them
reduced commuting requirements, if employment opportunities
present in Cambridge are made availabl e to itsresidents. Asa
corollary, the reedy avalability of awdl skilled work forceis an
additiond incentive to locate a business or industry inthe city.

Pdides 40 and 41 sugges tha an evolving economy provides for an
ever changing mix of job opportunities and requiredjob skills. Reponsve
educaion and job traning efforts can help residents adapt tothese changes.
In Cambridge, market forces naturally | ead to the creation of many high-
skill and knowl edge-intend ve job opportunities dueto the presence of the
universities. However, it isinportant to facilitate the expansion of other
conpanies which rdy on awiderange of skill levelsin thar enployeesin

order to provide enpl oyment for the wide diversity of peoplewho residein
Canbridge.
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EncouragingB usiness and | ndustries

In the 1990s, retention and expansion of appropri ate industrid and com-

mercid activity in the city will depend on the skill with which Cambridge can

reman competitive with other communitiesin themetropolitan area, both

urban  and suburban. In some aress of the city tha may mean no more than

sustaning the existing comprehensive services now provided. In other areas in need

of revitdization, however, an active effort must be undertaken to nurture and sustain  While recognizing some of the dis-

renewd and baanced growth. In many circumstances the effort will be to retain
existing firms; in others it will be to offer and support entrepreneurid opportunities.
A paticular focus will be on emerging technol ogies and providing theincentives,
whether throughtraining of the res dent workforce or rationdiz ng and sinplifying the
permitting and regul atory process, tha can srengthenthe city's real advantages for many

kindsof economic activity.

The former Henderson Carriage Factory
was rehabilitated for use by a variety of
occupants, including a restaurant, a
bank, and several small firms.
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advantages of any urban location for
many kinds of manufacturing activi-
ties, the City should make every
effort to retain and recruit a wide
range of enterprises suitable for a
Cambridge location, presently, or in
the future as manufacturing pro-
cesses evolve and change. Where
possible the disadvantages should
be minimized and the real advan-
tages strengthened for manufactur-
ing activities that can widen the
city’s job base and solidify its eco-
nomic vitality.

The City should establish the regula-
tory environment and provide the
support necessary to encourage the
establishment of manufacturing
activities for which the city may be a
suitable location in the future.



Tha City should actively cultivate &
regulatory and policy ansvironment
that assists in the retention of exist-
ing industries, supports the creation
of new businesses and tha innowa-
tive thinking that precedes it, ratains
an inventory of low-cost space nec-
casary for fledgling enterprisas, and
fosters an innovative amvironmant
where entreprenaurship thrives,

Specipitred economic activities for
which Cambridge s & congenial host,
such o= the towrism and hospitality
inchustries, should be supportad.

POLICY 446

The diversity, quality, and vigor of
the city"s physical, ethnic, cultural,
and educational environment should
be nurtured and strengthened as &
furdamantal source of the city’s
economic viability, More specifically,
minority businesses and economic
entrepraneurship should be encour-
agead.

Urban congegtion and high taxes may meke many conpanies |ook to other metropalitan
locaions for expansion opportunitiesor for rel ocation. Y et for many compani esthe presenceof the
universities, thevaiety ofintdledud exploration, the opportunities for urban living, the quality of
services and the diversty of populéions areall vieved as asses which can conpensatein part for
the added cogts and regul @ion a Cambridge [ ocation might entail . In the new econonic climete of
the 1990s, benigninatention to our di sadvantages cannot betd erated; every effort must be medeto
reduce costs and mi nimi ze regul atory excessor unpredi ctebility .

Pdides 42to 44 sugges tha through appropri ate zoni ng, finance programs, tax i ncentives and
other effective means, nodem manufacturing adivities traditionally expeded to seek suburban
locaions can be mede amorelikely component of Cambridge commerce in thefuture.
Manufacturing operaions often provide awider range of good-wage jobs for peopl e of differing
skill levds and areless likdy to relocateonce esablished than other more nobile adivities.

Cambridge has awealth of resources and attractionstha sustan asubstantial tourist trade.
With concerted effort the benefits tha can bederived fromthat activity can be further developed
and enhanced. While many advantages can accruethrough cooperaionon aregional level,Pdicy
45 suggeds tha theuni que opportunities in Cambridgeshoul d be explored and devd oped in a
manner cond gent the city's strengths, resources and limitati ons.

Diverdty

Critical to the devd ogpment of minority communities is the fostering of entrepreneurid opportunities
within them Through financing, technical setvices and other assistance, exi sting enterprises can be
aided and new minority busd ness formeti on encouraged. Policy 46 recommends tha minority

busd nessdevd opment be enaouraged throughout the economi ¢ environmentin Cambridgeto servedl
city residerts.
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Retail Activity

Thecity'sretdl districts are as varied as any agpects of the city's economic life and physicd form
They providevitd servicesto itsneighborhoods and provide signifi cant revenues to finance City
services. Thetask facing the city is to maintain theretail disrids uniquevaridy, maintanthar
viability in the face of suburban cnpetition, and retain the servicesthey providedirectly to city
neighborhoods.
Theexisting reail areas of the city, focused onits squares and along mgj or arteries borderi ng
itsneighborhoods, are adequate to setvetheneeds of its res dential and commercia communities.
Any new mgjor center of retail agivity will diminish theviability of existing digrids and in- Existing retail districts should be

troduce new probl ems of traffic and congesti on. strengthened; new retail activity
should be directed toward the city’s

To the maximumextent possible all retal digriasshould be encouraged toservetheirnear .. . .
RO X by existing retail squares and corridors.

neighborhoods or the city's residentsgenerdly. Neverthd ess each has aspeda charager, which
may betheregiond nature ofits clientde, asin Harvard Squareor at the GdlefiaMall in East

Canbridge or that charader may be represented by unique clusters of activities a represented by

the bookgtores in Harvard Square, the furniturestores in Putnam Square, or the anti quesshops Retail districts should be recognized
for their unique assets, opportuni-

along Broadway. Suchunique aspeaspernmit each retdl digrid to conpete effectively in are- ties, and functions, and those as-

giond environment, wherepeople can move freely fromtown to town searching for the best pects should be encouraged, in part
bargans, while seving & somelevd thedaily neadsof the surround ng Carrbridge to assure that they can compete with
neighborhoods. regional shopping centers and main-

tain their economic viability.

The lively and diverse aspects of the
retail district in Central Square will
benefit from an improved street and

sidewalk design proposal. The illustra-
tion suggests the kind of improvements
that will be considered.
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10. I ngtitutions

Insti tuti onshavebeen playing arol ein the development of Carrbridge a most from its
inception. In the latetwentieth century the influence of the universities and many
lesser institutionsisamong the more centrd forces defining the future of
Cambridge

Assumptions

> The major institutions in Cambridge will cntinue to play an important rolein the
private economy of the city by gsinmulating the formation and development of new
enterprises.

> As holde's oflarge parcdsof land and supporte sof a large client population that
places a heavy demand on thedty s limited hous ng supply, the city's major institutions
havethe potertial to contributesignificantly tothe amelioration of the hous ng supply
and affordability problemsin Canbridge.

> The generally positive influence of theingitutions' presence in Cambridge, both
sodally and economi cally, must be weighed againstthe potentially negative inpads, both
financial and social, of continued institutional expansion that does not adequatdy
consider the effects of such expansion on thelarger community.

Canbridgewould certainly be adifferent placewereit nothometo Harvard, the
Massachusetts I nstituteof Technol ogy, and the many smal | i nstituti ons d so found here.
Whiletherel aionship beween the city and its ingitutions isgenerdly paositive, itis also
dynamic. This, at times, may make the harmoni zation of the interests and objedtivesof each
difficult, or in the extreme, i nposs ble. The expand on of the research rol e of the uni -
verdtiesin recent decades has spavned the growth of privae enterpri ses whichhave fueled
the city's commercia resurgence. The expand on of, or appearanceof new, functions at

those univerdtieshas produced anead for
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new gpace and facilities which, despite a ¢able enrollment, has
resulted or may result in the future converson of commercia, tax
paying property to institutional use. An earlier initiative of the
City, in 1981, foreclosal the option for expanson into residentid
neighborhoods.

On the other hand the MIT -supported University Pakk project
will providehundreds of thousands of square feet of state of the
art research and development space and hundreds of new housng
units for the private merket. Recent construction in Harvad
Square goonsored by Harvard University, has provided additional
commercia construction and many new unitsof affiliate housng.
In many of these projeds there was extensive public process by
which theinterests of the city and of theinstitution were aired and
a satisfactory balance achieved. Nevertheless it is inmportant to
protect and nurture the part of Cambridge which is distind and
independent from those ingtitutions which unavoidebly nold the
character of the city.
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I ngtitution Policies

The policies applicabl e toi nsti tuti ons asset forth here addressboth the broad issues rd ated
to ingitutiond presencein the city as wdl & the effects of particul ar typesofinstitutionson
Canbridge and its res dents.

Community | nteraction

Institutionshaveplayed ardein Cambridge s ncethe city's establishment. Stating with the
founding of Harvard Cdlegein 1636, the city has become hometo several hundred
ingitutions. Theseincludeschod s, universties and hospitals; city, county, sate and federal
governments; churches and affiliated activities and awho e array of non profit
organi zaions, al sewving awiderange of sod al, cultural and economic needs. Many i nsti tu-
tionsprovidedirect sevices to the dty's residents others arelocated here becauseof the
services the city and fellow institutionsprovidetothem

Whileal ingitutions sharesome comnon characterigics, City polides cannot trea
themin asingeweay, dueto their varying natures, missons, §zes and neads. However for
al ingitutions, regard ess of size, thereis an extemal impact on the surrounding comnunity
which requires attention; the curmul ati ve effect of al of thoseimpacts may in part be
postivebut it may also have seri ous negati ve consequences which arefelt citywide.

Institutions, of whichthe City is thelargest, have cometo ownnearly one-ha ftheland
in Canbridge. The substantid amount of land owned by i nstitutions and their vari ed natures
giveriseto specid planning concerns. Growth of client popul &ions, expanding phyd cal
plants, acquidtion of property, property development and tax-exempt status are some of the
sources of fri ction betweeninstitutions and the city's residents. Fromthe

Tax-exempt area in Cambridge

Other Government
13%

Non-Profit
6%

Religious
4%

Esombridge Housing Authority
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POLICY 49

The City and its major institutions
should engage in a formally estab-
lished on-going dialogue to share
concerns; identify problems , con-
flicts, and opportunities; and to fash-
ion solutions and areas of coopera-
tion to their mutual satisfaction. As
part of this dialogue, each institution
should create a plan describing its
existing status as well as outlining
its future needs and goals, and the
means for achieving those goals.

city'spergective these factors combinewith the conpeting demand for scarce land for alternae
conmercial devel opment and thelegd constrantsto raisingtax revenueto highlight the serious
planning issues that arise for the future of Cambridge.

Theingitutions have another pergective. Palicy 50 recognizes tha they must maintain thar
conpetitive standing by adaptingto rapidy eva ving demographic, technologi cal, and economic
environments. Adaptati on takes the formof both progranmetic and physicd changes.

Institutions mus now competewithin theirown industriesby expanding or altering their misson and
by providing beter sewvices and amenities to thdr client populations. Canbridge Hospital, for
ingance, proposes to improve and expand its facilities to beter serve its client popul&ion in a com
petitive environment where the progecti ve paients may choose to go to another hospital. Growth of
research and other programs through grants, expansion of professiona and certificate programs, and
expang on of continuing education and lifelonglearning all impact onsupport saff and physcal plant.

Clearly, the policies and actions of i ngitutions can comein conflict with the policies of the City
and the neads and expectaions of its res dents.

Pdicy 49 suggests thereis astrong need for did oguebetween the City, its res dents, andthe
mgj or ingitutions to avoid conflid, and to achieve ahedthy bd ancebetween ingitutiond and non
ingitutiond interests. Suchdiscusd ons nedal to takeplace on avariey of levels and on avarigy of
issuesind udingthose focused on land use, future phydcal and programmetic plans and community
needs and concems.

Thereis aneedto havediginct planning processes for different typesofinstitutions. Whil ethere
areoverarching planning issuestha enconpass all institutions regard ess of si ze, there are also
characteri gics and needs peculiarto aninstitution tha may need to be consdered in amore focused

plaaning
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effort. While both arelarge operati ons, the needs, i mpacts and setvi ces to the community of
universities and hospitd s can be qui tedifferent.

Much work has al ready been doneto advancethese palides. The 1991 Mayor's Reporton
Community-University Relaions calls for ind usive di aloguebetween universti es, the community and
the City; thereport was devd oped by acitizen/uni versity/ City conmittee working in1991. Ancther
recommendation of the Mayor's Report cdls for the Planning Board to review annudly the plans and
programmetic forecastsdevd oped by the universities and for the City to i mplement the planning
reconmendati ons of the Report and the policy directionssuggested inthis document.

On anorelocalized scale, Harvard Univerdty and residentsworking jointly on the Riversde

Neighborhood Study Committee, conpiled aset of recommendations to inprovetherdations

The City should recognize the need

for the major institutions to adapt
were set forth whereby plans for future physical deve opment by the university could be disaussed. and respond to changing circum-

between that neighborhood and the University. As part of those recommendati ons, procedures

In thesame way, resi dents fromMid Carrbridge, Agassiz, Neighborhood Nine and Neghborhood ~ stances to maintain their leadership

Ten; representaives fromthe Harvard SquareDefense Fund and the Cambridge Citi zens for positions in educ'atlon, hea.lt.h care,
and research while recognizing,

Livable Neighborhoods; the City; and Harvard University meet to discussthe Universty'splais  responding to and coordinating with
and programs and ther potential i mpact on the surrounding nd ghborhoods and Havard Square.  City policy goals.
For these dialogues to be successful, theinstituti ons must engageinthér own intemal
planning, i dentifying thespedfic and ingitutiond trendswhich will shapethe physicd dimens onsof
thdr operaionsin the future, as Harvard Univerdty isdoing withits Projed 2000 andthe Carrbridge
Hogitd withits caital plan. Sharing suchinformeation as part of a frank express on of needs and
priorities by the City and itsneighborhoods offers the opportunity to forgo conflict in the future or to

reach fruitful conpromises shouldbasicinterets mnmeinto conflid.
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PFOLICY 51

Where tax-exempt acedemic uses
are axpanded into retail corridors
and squares, mixed-use develop
mant including taxable retall of other
commaercial development should be
incorporated wharever possible,
ospacially at streat leved, recognizing
aach retall area for s unlgue asssts,
opporfunities and funclions, and
sirengthemng these aspects when
expanding into such araas.

Physical Expandon of theMajor I nstitution.

New programs and larger dient popul&ions se&king nore amenities may mean additiond
physical growth for the mgjor ingitutions in Cambridge new opergiond, research and
administraive buildings, housng, recreationd and other support facilities. The expanson of
academi ¢ functionsbeyond the confines of the establi shed campuses is the preemi nent source of
friction betweenuniversities and thar residentid neghbors. Pdides 57 in theland use section
recommend the circumstances under which ingitutiond expansion may be appropriate.

The City does not havethelegd authority to regul ateinstitutional usesin nonresidentid digrids.
Nevethdess institutional adivity in commercia didrids cen have significant inpacts,
particularly with regard to the potentid interruption or displ acement of the commercial activities
which may provide servicesdiredly tothe abutting neighborhoods.

Additiondly, institutions may have aufficient market i nfluence because of |and ownership
patterns or scd e of activity to shgpethe character of the conmercial environment presentin their
vidnity tothe detriment of uses appealing to amore generd clientde.

Pdicy 51 suggests it is gppropriatetha the Gty shoul dindicaethedegreeto which
ingitutiond uses should bepresent in commercial areas and, to the extent permitted by law,
ensuretha the commercia character of adistrict not bediluted by ingppropriate ingitutiond

intrusons.

Housing

Ofall theissuessurrounding thephyscal expansion of educationd ingtitutions,
oneof the most sensitiveisthe naureof efforts to housethe sudents and

affiliates of those i nstituti ons. Whil e the undergraduae popul &ions enrol led in
Canbridge calleges end univerdtieshas remained fairly stabl ethroughout the
1980s, the nunmber of graduatestudents and affili ates hasincrezsed.
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POLICY 52

The city’s major educational institu-

Thewish of affiliatesto livenear ther universty, while desireblefrom meny public picy tions should be encouraged to pro-
vide housing for their respective
faculties, students, and staff through
places an extraburden on an dready tight housing market in portions of Cambridge where additions to the city’s inventory of
opportunities for expansion of the housing supply arevery limited. Further, permanent residents  housing units. Effective use of exist-
ing land holdings should be a tool in
meeting this objective, where it does
concentraions, as having adegahilizing effect on thér communities. not result in excessive density in the

The universities recgni ze that problem, but also recognize fromtheir own specific point of core campus. In addition, where
viaw theobligation to meet thehous ng needs of graduate students and junior faculty in orderto  MeW housing is to be located within
or abutting an existing neighbor-
hood, it should match the scale,
larger educati onal i nstituti ons, if out of sel f-i nterest alone, will seek opportunities to expand density, and character of the neigh-
ther housing $ock inthe years to come. borhood. The institutions should be
encouraged to retain this housing
for client populations over an ex-
to contributesignificantly to the ameliorati on of demand on the city's current housing supply tended period of time. They should
through new additions totha supply. However, Policy 52 encouragesthe schools and consider housing other city residents
universiti es todeve op tha housing within existing campuses and onother land now owned by ~ Within these housing developments
as a means of integrating the institu-
tional community with city residents.

pergpecti ves {reduced cmnmuting, involverment inthdr hast community, etc.), neverthel ess

of aneighborhood can cometo view moretrand ent students, when present inlarge

remain attractivein anaiondly conmpetitive academi c environment. Thecity can expect thatthe

As holdersof large parcels of land in central locati ons, thesei nsti tuti ons have the potentid

those ingitutions.

Thepolicy is not meant to enaourage schoal sto purchase additiond |and abutting
campuses to accommodate additional phydca growth. However, theinstitutions' and the city's
interess might be servedjointly, ifthefinancid resourceswere harnessed to construct new
housing fully integrated into res dential na ghborhoods, to serve theinstituti ons' faculty and
staff needs and the general, unaffiliated popul a&ion as well .

Peabody Terrace (Harvard housing for married students developed in the 1960s)
towers over its neighbors. By contrast, Harvard’s Concord Avenue townhouses

(affiliate housing developed in the 1980s) were designed to respect the neighborbood
context.
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Preservation of the City's Tax Base

One of the most troubl esome probl ems that expanding i nsti tuti ons pose for the dty
isthelossof property tax revenues throughthe conversion of privatetax paying uses
to tax-exempt academic uses. City services provided to theinstitutions, likefire
protection andtrash coll ection, incresse with an expanding physicd plant, whilethe
revenues to pay for those servi cesdecrease, thus plad ng an additiond finand al
burden on the city. For someinstitutions, avoluntary cooperaive arrangement with
the City to meke payments inlieu of taxes (PILOT) reduces these negati ve tax con-
sequences.

However, the economicinpact of thelargeinstitutional presencein Canbridge

isnot limtedto asnpleca aulaion of thetotd amount of tax exermpt property and
thetheoreticd loss of taxincome ascribed totha inventory.
A strong commercial and indugtrid economic component in the city is of course
vita to the city's economic health. While only a small number of land owning
ingitutions contribute diredly to Cambridge tax income with in lieu of tax
payments, and most pay nothing & all, ingitutions meke substantial if indired
contributions to the lager privae conmercial econony. Ingitutions are a
substantid source of enployment in Cambridge, and are nine of our 25 largest
enployers; education alone provides about 23000 jabs, or 22 percent of the total
jobs avalalein Canbridge. Those drcumstances are not likdy to changein the
near future.

Cambridge employees

Education
22%

120 Insti tutions



Further, i nstitutions are, and wil | continueto be, a source of emerging technal ogies and
bud nesses. They spawn many of the knowl edge-based i ndustri es centered on oftware, artificid
intelligence and bio-medicd innovationstha are establishing themsel ves in Cambridgetoday . These
new companies, along with more established businesses, view access hility tothe city's ingitutions as
anong thestronges motives for doing business in Canbridge. These new enterprises will bean
expanding source of jobs in the future.
Institutions d 0 sustan acnsiderabl e amount of rel ated economi ¢ activity. Support businesses,
ind uding doctors offices and medical | gboratories certain retal; and even tourismowe much to the
presence of auniqueinventory of institutions in thecity .
Institutionsshould be encouraged to make maxi mumuse of exi sting tax-exermpt holdingsin Except in circumstances where fur-
accommodating new physcal and programmeti c expansion. ther institutional growth is appropri-

Pdigy 53 recommends tha any further withdravals by the |l amge uni versities fromthe ate or beneficial to the city as a
whole (see Policy 7) the city's institu-

tions should be discouraged from
in this document; andin such drcumstances the City should be compensated through expanson of creating new fiscal burdens on the

thePILOT agreement. Partid pation by smaller organi zationsin aPILOT programmight be City treasury through the conversion
of property from tax producing uses
to nontaxable uses, and should miti-
gate any harmful effects of such
conversions through financial com-
pensation.

inventory of tax paying property should bevery limted and cond gent with other polidesoutlined

considered aspart of the conditi ons established whendiscretionary pernits arerequired fromthe

City to egéblish anew ingitutiond presence.

A building formerly used as a motor inn
bas just been rehabilitated for use by
Harvard Law School.
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Commerdal | nvestment

Thecity's large ingitutions are conpl ex organi zati onswhose traditiond
mission is beingjoinad incread ngly by other activities desighed to enhance tha
core function, support theinstitution finandaly, or gabilize and enhancethe
noni nsti tuti onal environment abutting the core campus, in an effort to maintain
and improvetheir competitivestanding inther respective industri es.

Much of this nonacademic activity is ocaurring in commercia
and indugrid areas where the institutions efforts affect the city in

POLICY 54 ways similarto thase of any privae property owner. Issues of traffic,

The institutions’ capacity Tor com-
mercial investrment should be di-
rected in part o asaist in the trans-
formation of evolsing industrial
aress and eormmercial districts, as
defined by City policy and elabo-
rated upan through formally estab-
lished, on-gaing planning discus-
alons.

density, he ght and uban design ari se.

However, unlike many typical development organi zations theinstitutions
are permanent citizens of Cambridgewith as long aview into the future as the
city itself. Polid es54 and 55 suggest tha much benefit can accrueto Canbridge
ifthat long-termview, coupledwith s gnificant finandal resources, can be
recruited to advance arti cul ated City development gods aswell as those of the
ingitutions

The conprehensve redevd opment of the former Si nplexsiteby the
Massachusetts I nstituteof Technology is an exanple. The siteserves as asource

POLICY 85 ofincomefor the Institute, and hasthe potential to be a place of operati ons for

Where major institutions invest in
commencial properbias, thear walling-
ness 1o manage those propenies
parthy in response (o broader com-
munity abjectives of diversity and
community need, as articulated
thraugh the continuing formal dia-
legue with the City and its residents,
should be encouraged, consistent
with the institutions’ fidudiary re-
sponaibilities,

This sketch suggests an image for the
major open space that will be at the
beart of University Park, which is being
developed on the former Simplex site. It
will be connected to the existing neigh-
borbood by improved sidewalks and
pathways.

new knowledge-basal bud nesses originati ng out of the Institutés academ c
ranks and for other commercial ventures. Thestewill also servethecity's
interes by providing enhanced tax revenue, hundredsof houd ng units, a
continuing source of jobs, thedevd opment of much useful open space and the
physical enhancement of asignificant area of Cambridgeport.
Thelong-termconmitment the universiti es must maketo their homecity
offers aunique opportunity to advance community andinstitutional interests
when universities act asinvesorsinprivate property devd opment and
management.
Successful cooperation and mutual benefit dependsin part on careful
artiaul &ion of public pdicy objedives and afrank articul &ion of i nstitutional

objectives aswdl.
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Smaller I nstitutions
Smdler institutions, while not having alarge effect on the city individudly, do have
effects which are sometimes substantid on theimmediae areain which they are
locaed. T hese institutions serve many functions, many of which are far removed from
the daily lives of Cambridge residents; neverthdess, they contribute to the diversity of
the city's culturd life and population.

The activitiesof the city'snumerous smel | ingitutions are generdly not of great concern when

they occurin the nonresidentid areas of the city; they are frequently merely tenantsof

commercial buildings not easily distinguished fromany commercial operation. When ther Recognizing the localized nature of
their physical presence, the city’s
smaller institutions should be regu-
absorbed inthe commercial environment tha surrounds them lated on an individual basis as pro-

When institutional agivities arelocaed in res dential areas, where even modestinpacts are  vided in the zoning ordinance’s insti-
tutional regulations and as they are
impacted by zoning, urban design,
and other City policies.

activities dogenergte wider i mpacts (traffic and parking & an ingance) they are generally essily

nore easily felt,Pdicy 56 suggests tha the existing regul aory processprovides an adequate
opportunity to review the specid circumstancestha attendto eachindividud institution and
each individud dte it ds providesthe opportunity to apply the policies outlined in this
doaument wherethey may haverel evance and provide guidance to the outcome of any regul atory

process.
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This vision is featured in the 1978 East
Cambridge Riverfront Plan. The reality
that now exists after a decade of work is
remarkably faithful to the original con-
cept.



11 . Urban Design and Environment

Questions of gppropri ae transportation and housing policy are naturdly
a the forefront of public discussion. However, our daily perceptions of
the qudity of the environment around us frequently rest on the observa
tion of subtle detals of design and fit: matters of landscaping, materids,
or building design, tha can too often be overlooked in the discussions of
the larger issues of the day.

Assumption

> The quality of the dty's urban environment in building des gn, site developmert,
and building and site mateial is a major assd that defines, in part, the city's
appeal asa placein whic to liveand work.

In straning to meet the many bas c obligati onsof the city toits citi zens housing
opportunities, enpl oy ment options, educati on of our children -it is temptingto
overll ook thetangible value of the quality of the city's .environment. Investment in
tha environment may be expend ve whether through dired means such as pakk
improvements, stred trees, and brick sdewalks, orindiredly through

devd opment potentid foregone as aresult of rezoning. However, the careand
attention paid to ahigh quality environment is repad through the commitment
residents and empl ayers meketo the city, the demand for housingit creates and
through the vd ueble commercia space that might bebuilt. The revenues from
those sources are quitedired andthe benefit easly calculated. In addition, a
commitment to qudity hd ps mediate and reducethepatentid confliastha
inevitably arise as areault of the dense urban living that charaderi zes so much of
lifein Cambridge.
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Design review sessions with the commu-
nity helped the architect and the devel-
oper create an especially successful new
building at 1280 Massachusetts Avenue.

Assumption

> Much of thecity's gpecid apped can betraced to its long development history
and the legacy of that history still in existence today. New additionsto the
city should be compatible with that legacy while dso innovativey and
creativey responding to contemporary needs.

Much of tha history was viewed with i ndifference or contenpt not too meny years
ago. But as the phydcal produds of the l e twentieth century and beyond cometo
dom nae and defi ne the character of so much of suburban and rural Anmerica, and
many inner dty districts aswdl, Cambridge's pas beagins to define an ever more
unique and disti nctive environment in an expanding seaof rootl esstrendiness.
Wood frame and brick masonty, real streds and pededrianson sdewvalks,
moderate scal e and conpl exity of uses, trees, grass and buil dingsinstead of asphdt
al gpeakto higorical precedents whichneed notlimit innovaionbut which can
definethelimts withinwhich it can flourish.

Assumption

> With rar e exceptions, development shoul d be requiredto enhance the pedegrian
environment, enhance thepublic realmalong citystreets and ensure and degoen
the quality of the experience of those who walk through Cambridge.
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Much of current building technology and custom and the accommodations typically mede
to theautonohile, ifleft unchedked, areinvariably hogtiletothe bestinteress of a sendtive
urban pedestrian environment. Shadows, wind, barren plazes, multiple driveways, blank
building wdls and streg front paking lats, are all exanples of building patems where
dedgn is indifferent to inmpacts on the public redm In a city where walking is a traffic
mitigaion measureas wdl as aplessant experience and asocid opportunity, real damege is
doreif, over time, the cunmulative effect of each indifferent or unfriendy building or site
ded gn produces apublic environment unkind to thepedestrian and pleasant only for the car.

Assumption

> |t is appropriate that the City should develop urban desgn and devd opment standar ds
for Canbridgethat win provide a guide and framework for all futur eadditions and changes
to the built environment. It is appropriatethat those sandards should vary toreflect the

dive sty of the many environments found thr oughout the city.

In acity where context should playadefining rolein shaping new devd opment, it should be
the obligaionof the City todefinethosebuilding, ste and urban design standards to which
new development will be expeded to conform In devel oping guidelines for East
Canbridge, Central Square, Harvard Square and North Massachusetts Avenue, the City
began theprocess of defining its expedati ons. These guidelines were developeal in

conjunction with mgj or zoning revisions for the affected areas. Those zoning revisions were
crafted suchtha thedevd opment guiddines can be mandated for, or at | east subgantidly
guide review of, new development which is subject to discretionary permitsbeforethe
Planning Board or the Board of Zoning Appeal.

A sidewalk cafe in North Cambridge
helps make a friendlier urban experience
along this part of Massachusetts Avenue
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The Linear Park in North Cambridge
transformed an obsolete rail corridor
into an enjoyable urban amenity. It
creates a pleasant connection of North
Massachusetts Avenue to Alewife Sta-

tion as well as to Davis Square Station.

Many criticd areas of Canbridge, however, are not mverad by any sysematic se¢ of
devd opment guiddines. Even where such guiddines do exi¢, construction which reguires no
discretionary permt (speda permit or variance) nead not conform Without discmouraging
innovati on or pred uding design and development options which better servethe publicinteres,
it is important to define a range of devd opment standards from mandatory to recommended,
which reflect the diversty of character from neighborhood to neighborhood, and which are
consigently and fairly appliedto all development. The badc e ements of the zoning ordinance
height, use, densty and setbacks, are rudi mentary guidelines for development. At tha level each
rezoning adopted further refines the City's devel opment pdicy. Even at that basic levd much
work remeinsto bedone severd digrias and much of the city's land areais, for instance, not
subjed to ahdghtlimit.

Many more subtl ei ssues of buil ding design, materials, |andscgping and ste design,
modul &ions of hei ghts, transitions between uses and scal es of buil ding, the rel aionshi p of
buildingsto publicstreds, regul &ion of the des gn and pl acement of parking faciliti es are among
many otherissues whichshould be explored. Those that are criticd should be made mandatory,
others may be appropriatdy cast assuggestions.
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Ur ban Design and

Environment Policies

These policies take into account thephysical environmental aspeds of all
polides containedin this document sothat appr opriatel yrespons ve urban

ded gn plans for thevarious parts of the dty may be made.

Design Review

Desgn reviev mechanisns arein place for some parts of the city: the East
Cambridge riverfront, Harvard Square, and Centrd Square anong a
few other districts in the city, are the subject of detailed design
standards and urban deved opment plans which are enforced through
specid or planned unit deved opment permits issued by thePlanning
Board. However, there are still dgnificant aress of the city which
have no such standards or plans. Even inthe aress identified above
many projects not requiring aspecid permit may ignore the
standards that arein place. Consistent and rdiable regulations are
needed to serve dl segments of the community, providing direction
for deveopers as well as protection for residents who live near the
deve opment and for the citizenry a large.

Urban Ded gn and Environment

All buildings in the East Cambridge
Riverfront underwent detailed review to
ensure compliance with the City’s plan
and design guidelines.
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Existing guidelines for partiaular sections of the city shoud continue to be

followed {ind uding The East Cambridge Riverfront, University Park, Central Square,

Harvard Square, North Mass Ave. and North Point). Pdicy 57 suggests that like

existing guiddines tha have been developed and refined over many years, new

guiddines should also reflect the spedfic character and goals for the different parts of

the city. In particular, new guidelines are needed for portions of Alewife, the

remai ning Indugry B zoningdistricts, and the Memorial Drivetiverfront, and areasin

prominent locations where new development will be very visbhle and contribute
Design review for new development prominently to thevisud image and environmental quality of the city for many years

should be established throughout into thefuture.

the city for all areas where future Pdigy 58 isintendedto address the fact that, for meny areas, asingle nav prgject
development will be of a scale or ha i athetic to] g h L hati f
quantity that will potentially change tha isunsympatheti c toits surroundi ngs can have anegyativeinmpact tha is out o

or establish the character of the propotrtion to its mere size. For exanple, acorner storein apurely residentid areaoften
district. standsout; this canbe awel come addition or an e/esore dependi ng upon the character of

thedesign. In esped aly diginguished areas, a historicdisttict designaion may be appro-

prige andthe design reviav very detdled. In still other ciraumstances, wherethe

Even in areas where the character of character is more modest, theneighborhood conservation distrid approach may be most
a district is firmly established and approptiate. For some other areas, review of only the most significant new projeds

new development is likely to be very . . . i
modest, design review should be might be conduded through aspedal permit processunder the zoning ordinance, where

required where small scale changes only the most generali zed des gn standards might besuffi cient.
are likely to disrupt the desired dis-
trict character.

Through the design review process in
Harvard Square, two developers were
required to coordinate their site im-
provements, resulting in fewer curb cuts
and a better walkway system for pedes-
trians.
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Urban Design Standards

In orderto guide physicd growth in theways outlined in thispdicy doaument, urban design
standards neal to be srengthened where existing and arti cul 2ed where laking.

Two mgjor points neal to be addressed: height limits should beimpased throughout the dty,
and the dens'ty bonus granted i nthe zoning ordi nance for uses whi ch abut partiaulaly wide
streds or public open gace should be eliminaed. Bath of these outdated provisions of the zoning
ordinance are antitheti cal to more recent efforts to ensure that new development will bein scde
with the positive agects of the exiging character of Canbridge.

Moregenerdly, the goplicaion of azoning ded gnation to an areain the city should accuraely

reflect publicpadicy with regard to the character of that area. Many development conflids have
arisen inthe past because the existing character of azoning distri ct has been quite different {and
usualy much | ess dense} than that permitted by the dimensiond standards of the applicabl e zoning.
Wherethat disparity exists the zoning designation should be changed or the inappropriae features of

the zoning distri cts regul ationsshoul d be dtered.

Padlicy 60 recommends tha design sandards should be crafted for areas subjectto mgjor future
devd opment. In devd oping these standards, the fol lowing criteriashould al waysbe considered:
Buildings should enhance the Sreetd evd experienceby providing trangarency at the ground

floor, providing "eyes on the stred" for safety and ani mation;

Thepartiaular and differing characters of the stred sthroughout the dty shoul d be recogni zed;
guiddines should reinforce desired setbadks, types of landscapi ng, building frontages, etc,; and

Open spaces { parks, squares, | andscaped setbacks, urban wilds} should belinked by safe and
attragive streds and sdavalks theoverd!| dty god isto redize aconplee systemof publicways
and open spaces. In certain ingances, the effecti veness of exi sting open space facilities canbe
incressed through additiond open pace or other forms of pedestrian and recreationd links between
both publidy and privaely owned spaces; the creati on of suchlinks should recdve high priority and

encouragement.
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The regulations for all zoning dis-
tricts in Cambridge should reflect the
city’s fundamental urban design and
environmental objectives: height,
setback, use, site development, and
density standards imposed should
be consistent with or advance those
urban design objectives.

POLICY 60

Urban design and environmental
standards should be developed for
all areas of the city which are or may
be in the future subject to redevelop-
ment or significant new develop-
ment.
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Steps are being taken to determine the
design of a park that will belp transform
the character of the area south of Pacific
Street, adjacent to University Park. This
illustration is one example of how the
site might be designed.
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It isimportant to note that there are higoric district regulations arealy in place in many
parts of thecity. Policy 61 recommends that any new urban design sandards be consdered in
thelight of these exiging controls s tha thereisno contradidionin city polides.

More generdly, however, there are many districts and neighborhoods in the city which
whilenot so ecid as to require deail ed, higorically precise preservation, nevethdess have a
feel and character that refl ects thar evolution over many decadesif not centuries. That context
gives Canbridge its gecid identity and should be regpected, if not continualy replicaed
exactly, in any desgn standards or zoning digrids. That context should be respeded as well

whenever any new phydcal aditions are maedeto the city's environment.

Palicy 62 recognizes the need for urban design standards to ensure that gpropriate Urban design standards should

transitions are mede between differing uses. Where conflids are inevitabl e, concessions should be reflect the historic context within
which change will occur while per-
mitting design that is responsive to
' contemporary circumstances.

POLICY 62

As transitions between differing
uses are extremely importantin a
densely developed city, urban de-
sign standards should be developed
to ensure that these transitions are
made properly, respecting the maxi-
mum extent possible the needs of
each contrasting use.

made to the neads of the more vulnerable use for exanple, residential uses should be shielded
from the negaiveinpacts of an adjacent industrial or office use, through landscaping, sebadks
and architedurd design.
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12 .Open Space

Wheher the venue for arough and turnbl esoccer game or asmell, quiet green
space that marks the passage of the seasons, open spaces playavitd role
in the lives of Cambridge residents. When we | sted and well cared for,
open spaces enhance the activities tha surround them and hep diffuse the
conflicts and tensions tha dense living may entail.

Assumption

> Cambridge's dense devd opment patte n limits the opportunitiesfor creation of
new open gpace. The existing inventory of fadlities is the city's greatest open
space asset.

Thefi fty acre Danehy Park is an extraordinary addition tothe Canbridge paks
sygem but it isdearly an anomaly. Althoughthe pak was well planned to teke
advantage of arare opportunity to reuse derelictland, the ciraunstanceunder
which theland became availableisnat likely to berepeaed, at | esst not at the
scd e of this multi-functional facility .

By most professond measurement standards Canmbridgeis severdy
deficient inthe naé ghborhood ori ented recreati onal and open space resources
deemed desirablein any community .The city's eagern neighborhoods in
particular, suffer such adeficiency. The very density tha makes hous ng choices
so difficult, tha exacerbates residentid and commercial parking issues and that
aggravates theprocess for locaing any public facility, makes it extraordinarily
difficult to add even modest el ements to thedty'spark sysem
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Cherry Streg in Neighborhood Four is a classic exanple of the hard
choices that Cambridge's higoric density forces on public policy. The City
purchasal the 18,000 square foot dte, along with severd others, to con-
struct aplanned conplex of neighborhood oriented recreation facilities in
an area clearly in need of such amenities. The other parcels were trans-
formed into paks as planed, but the Cherry Stred dte was ultimetely
usad to construct eight units of, a sobadly neaded, affordabl e housing.
Each new increment of parkland will comewith incread ng difficulty as it
must overcomethe dud problems of limited opportunities and severe
conpetition fromalternate, equally desireblepublic uses. Thecity's
present open space inventory will continueto beits prind pd recreati onal
asse for the foreseeabl e future.

Assumption

> Opportunities for g gnificant additions to theopen spaceinventorylie
prindpally inthose norres dential areas wher el ar ge coordinated rede-
vel opment projects arelikdy to occur.

> Open gpaceshould bea major component of new devd opment, both
residential and nonred dential.

The acquisition of new open spacefacilities is of coursenaot conpletdy
foreclosed. As indicated earlier with regard to the new hous ng construc-
tion Canbridge's industrial aress offer the greatest opportunity for secur-
inginmportant new facilities. Such aress tend to bein transition, acconmo-
dating innew physicd forms the demands of an evalving econony; the
digricts and the lots within themare large enough that signifi cant open
spaceis aphydcal posshility; and such areas can and have been rezoned
to incomorae incentives and mandates to provide open space withinthe
new large scd e devd opmentswhich havetypified such areas in the recent
past.
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The City’s transformation of a forgotten
remnant of water into Lechmere Canal
Park was an essential first step in the
revitalization of the Riverfront.

The East Canbridge Riverfront project, where thirteen acres of public open space
was created fromland once devotedto privae parking and margind uses, has enployed

the full range of mandates, incentives and public acquisition mechanisns to crege a
valuabl e open gace system That system both enhances the private development while
providing recreational opportunities for all Cambridge residents. Univerdty Pak, alo
rising in along-nggleded industrial digrid, will likewise create an el aborate system of
publicly accessble open space which will serve its own residents and the adjacent
Canbridgeport neighborhood.

Given Canbridge's relative paudty of open space and recreationd resourcss, it is
important that each new adition to the city's resdentia and commercia buildings
inventory contributes, to the extent physcally possible, to the enhancement of the city's
open space resources. Each new building, whether residentid or conmercial, places
additional demand on the city's open space resources; that additional demend should
idedly bemet in part by open space provided in conjundion with the new construction.
Thelarger and more comprehens ve the development scheme, the greater the opportunity
to meet tha god. However, the modes contributions smell development can meke
should not beignored. In Havard Square for exarmple much sem-public open space has
been created in conjunction with private construction tha has meterially enhanced the
public enjoyment of that commercial digrid.
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Assumption

> Programming andreuse of fad lities wil| play a major rolein extrading the moga use and benefit
out of the presentand futurelimited additions to the dty's open paceinvertory.

> Open ace facilities settling a widerange of functionsand clientd e should be encour aged.

An increasein the quantity of open spacein Cambridge will alwaysbe cogly to achieve and, given
the many cormpeting demends for thelimited |and resources withinthe city's S x square miles, may
not be poss blein many neighborhood & any price. Therefore, the efficient and effective use of the
city's existing avail abl e resources i sof paramount i mportance. Growing demand and risng

expectati ons for the services that open space faciliti es provi de to Cambridge residentswil| haveto be
met increasingly without expand on of the supply . Responsiveness to changing demands and
demographi cs, commitment to qudity meterials and maintenance, andinnovati on inprogramming,
ded gn and use optionswill beregguistein aconstranel environment wheretheided will be
difficult to attain.

It isdso inportant to recogni ze the value of awide range of open space facilities to
thecity's res dents. Open space andits important rolein the city is na and should not be
defined as recrediond fadilities exdusivey, or necessarily publidy owned, or in some
cases even publidy accessible. There are many publidy used, privatdy mantaned,
va uable and necessary open space features which benefit dl Cambridge residents in very
diverse ways. Theseindude such fine examples as the pedestrian wadkway between
Bratle Street and Mt. Auburn Streat in Harvard Square, the private courtyard a Charles
Square, the visible but inaccessible green courtyards a residentid buildings throughout
| thecity or a theHarvard houses, and the publidy-owned but simge, |andsceped space &
Arrow Street and Massachusetts Avenue.
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Assumption

> Long-term maintenanceof the existi ng i nventor yof parks and playgroundsislikdyto
provealimiting factor in thedty's ahilityto expand its open spaceresour ces.

It would appear at times that the creation of anew park or open paceis essy, whilemore
difficult is the day to day effort to maintain it & auseful, attractive amenity in the face of
heavy demand and thedeterioraion that even respectful treatment entails. Asin
programming and use, innovation inthis regard is essential to mai nta ning the usefulness of
thecity's exiging faciliti es, never mind those additionswhich are desired and necessary.
Thewisefirg stegp, however, is acogly one: investmentin good, proven ded gn and qudity,
durebl e meterias. Two hundred thousand dall ars and moreto renovate asmel |l play space or
$30,000 toinstdl an 800 square foot landscaped park mey seemexcessiveat first blush. It
can be expected, however, that dividends will bereceived in theyears ehead whenthe dete-
rioraed and dangerous equi pment or the crurmbling asphdt aurb of acut rateingall ation
does nat havetobereplaced or congartly pached. Such initid investment may slow down
limit the acquisition of new facilities but it assures tha those we have are providing the
most benefit possble overthelonges period of time.

Innovaions in adud maintenance tesks are ancther necessty. Alrealy the city has

begun to experiment with the impressvebut very cosly facilitiesinstdlel as pat of the
boomconstruction years of the 1980s. Abuttersto L echmere Canal Park, for ingance, meke

propottiond contributions to the park's maintenance and have formed an organizaion to
oversee the private contrador who does the actud work. In Kenddl Sjuare, Baoston
Propetiesis responsible for therepar and maintenance of the public improvenmentsin the
redevdopment area. At the initiative of the Program on Public Space Partnerships at
Harvard'sK ennedy School, atrustee group, formed of City, privae bud ness, na ghborhood
and inditutiond representatives, raised money for the redesign of Winthrop Square Park
and now contributes to and oversees its meintenance. Similar innovaive initiatives will be
reguired in the future in many other locaions in Carbridge.
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Open Space Policies

The open space policies areintendedto providethe bas sfor maintaining and improving thecity's
exiging inventory of natura areas and outdoor rea eationfadlities, as well as to prepar e for the creation
of newparks and open space whea e appropriate.

Usedf Open SpaceFadlities

Canbridgeislikdy always to have adeficiency of all kinds of open gpacefacilities, just by the nature of
itspag development patems and the diffi culty of acquiring any new facilities for cos and space ressons.
Of central importancethenis how the city makes use of those facilities it does have and who, among its
citizens, can be seved by those open gpaces. While the dty's open spaceinventory isquite vaied and
flexible in the kinds of activities it can support, real use limits arise when any individud facility is
analyzed and when the di gribution of faciliti es is taken into accourt.

The character, and consequertly theuses, of open space vary widely withinthe city. Frequerntly,
when thetermis used, "Open Space" means publidy-held or controll ed property whosededi cated or
intended useis for recreational activitiesor as alandscgped amenity: the Cambridge Conmon, Danehy
Park, thelocal tat Iat, or the MDC's Alewife Brook Reservaion are amongthe many possibl e exanpl es.
It is expeded that such land will remain in publicuse or control andwill not be built on or disposed of for
private development or other public uses (ike schod s). Whentheissue of adequacy of standards arises it
is this kind of open space that plannershavein mind, and inthis docurment thi s typeof open gpaceisthe
kind usudly referenced.

Outdoor recregtion aress by type Outdoor recregtion aress by users

Active Areas
49%

Open Space 141



Dpan space and recrestional fecili-
ties serving a wide range of func-
tions and clientele, including the
elderly and special needs popula-
tions, should be encouraged, either
through expansion of the existing
inventory, through multiple use of
existing facilitics, or through creative
programming of those facilities,

Corservation lands and other envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas are a
vital part of the city's open space
system and should be maintained
and protected appropriately, Public
sccess to and uze of theze areaz
revuiat b carefully planned and bal-
anced with preservation of these
FESOLIFCES,

Expansion of Carmbridge residents’
opportunities to wsa regional recre-
aticnal facilities (those awnead by tha
Matropolitan District Commission
and the Cormmonwealth) located in
the city should be encouraged, par-
ticularly where the adjscent residen-
tial cormmunity is underserved by
lacal recreational facilities, and when
the legitimate reglonal use of that
facility would not be unduly re-
stricted. In addition, thera shauld be
increasad coardination of recreation
programiming and planning between
thie local and reglonal levels.

Therangein the character of this open space suggessopportunities to provide
avariety of recreational uses and agdivities as recommended in Policy 63. Though dl
of these uses are not necessarily conpatible on any dngle site, al are generally
considered desirebl eor necessary and should be accommodated within the open space
sydem The new Danehy Parkis alargefacility with many active uses but itslocaion
a the edge of the city, with limited nonauto access, assures that only a limited nunmber
of people can meke convenient use of thefacilities on aregularor daily bass. Smeller
facilities located throughout the city, such as Senott and Riversde Press p-arks,
provide fewer recreational usesbut are easily accessibleto abutting neighborhoods.

Determining the gopropriate mix of uses for asiterequires careful evd uaion of
conmunity neads, the Ste's pecid features and characteristics, thefunaionsit can
and doesserve and the public benefit it contributes to the open gace system Whilea
largefacility in sze, the MDC'sAlewife Reservation is an important urban wild area
which dgnificantly limitsitsusefor activerecreation. Similaly, the Fresh Pond
Reservaion is aunique naurd resource, providing the city apublicwater supply and
high quality open space and recreationd opportunities.Pdlicy 64 suggests tha the
City mug balance carefully the needto proted environmentd resourceswith the
need to accommodate recreationd use throughout the open space system

Themulti-use MDC pak along the Charles Riveris lage, widely digributed, and
access bleto anunber of city nd ghborhoads. Its uses arelimited in part by physicd
space or by itsintended charager (as for ingance as awild areaorvisud amenity). But
in the case of the activefacilities at Magazine Beach, thelimitaions are programmatic,
becausethefacilities are, legitimately, designed to serve aregiona dientde. Policy 65
suggeststha moredirect serviceto Cambridge red dents requires achangeintheweay the
facilities are managed and coordinaed with local programming specifically.
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New Open Sacein Devdopment Areas
In contragt to thesevere congraints the city's exi sting dense na ghborhood development patem
imposeson the expansion of open ace facilities, the evolving indugtrid areas, in Alewife,
Eag Cambridge, and Cambridgeport, provide an opportunity for significant additions to the
city'sopen spaceinventory. This is because thesedistri cts, and frequently their individual
constituent | ats, arelarge by dty standards, the use of theland is in flux, subjed to change and
frequently to totd redevd opment, andit is possibleto permit S gnificant flexibility with regard
to the charadter of the future privae devd opment. Policy 66 reconmends that nev open gpace
facilities should be cond dered where these ciraumstances occur. Thecity's chdlengeis to
secure such open spacewithout disruption of the privae redevd opment of these arezs and with
aslitttefinanda conmitment as possble.
Thecity has actually had as gnificant track record in this regard over the past decade. New opan space facilities, including
Charles Pak in Eagt Canbridgeison land donated by three adj acent commercial and residential ::““ ones for organized activities,
ould be considerad for those pri-
devd opments and financed exclusvdy by monies provided tothe City by those developments. wate developrments wharne the size of
The park is, and will remain, publicly owned. the development, the amaount of
In Canmbridgeport's University Park redevd opment, amulti-acre open space will be created land area and/or the ownership pat-

. ) ) ) ) . i ) o terns provide the flexibility to ac-
which will be accessibleto al city res dents for variouslow-intensity recreationd activities. The eommmadate such a fscility withaut

park, which is reguired by the zoning affecting thesite, will remain in privateownership but is  kess of sconamic walue for other

required to be accessibl eto the general publicfor at | esst severty-fiveyears. Lmes.
A secondsitein Cambridgeport will be transferred to City ownership for apark, to be built

and programmed by the Gty to meet therecregtiond needs of the abutting nd ghborhood. A

zoning mechani smrecently adopted by the City Coundl provides the means by which the ste's

devd opment potentid can betransferred by the owner, inthis case MIT, to other sites, thus
meking theland avalabl eto the City at no cost.

The creation of Charles Park was estab-
lished as an important goal in the 1978
East Cambridge Riverfront Plan. The
land for this park had belonged to Lotus
and the developers of the Cambridge-
Side Galleria and the River Court hous-
ing project. Through agreements with
the City, the land and money for design
and construction of the park were se-

cured. The park opened in 1992.
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POLICY 67

Acquisition of publicly owned or
administered open space should be
made in those dense residential
areas clearly deficient in all forms of
open space, but only where signifi-
cant fiscal resources are provided
through federal or state acquisition
programs or a substantial portion of
the cost is born privately; facilities of
modest size and flexible in use char-
acteristics, located close to the
homes of the persons for whom they
are intended should be encouraged.

This public open space in Central

Square was created by the City follow-
ing an eminent domain taking of a site

which had been used as a gas station.

Acquidtion of New Open Space

Thedesirabil ity of additi onal open space faciliti es for Canbridge res dents is rarel y disputed.
However, theissuewhich immediately comes tothefore, is the cost the city is willing and ableto
pay to increaseitsopen spaceinventory. This cost cmes both in nonetary terms and in | ost
opportunities tousetheland for altemate, equally important uses like affordabl e housing or
residentid parking.

Federal and state acquisition programs, when they arewd| funded, may easethefinandal
burden of open space aqyuisition. They donat ease the conflid beween cormpeting uses, but on
occas on creative use of asite may meke multiple usespossble.

Further, the condraints that dendty impases on the city's attenpts to securenew open space may
be eased somewha by expl oring creative solutions to the shortage. The city'sstred and sidewdk
rights-of-way, of which thereis anple supply, may on some occad ons and in certain ciraumstances
provide open gpace options. An exampleiswhen astred is redes gned to meke open space use
possibl esimultaneously with useby vehides the "woonerf' concept common in European resdential
neighborhoods or when a gtreet is closed on aregularbass to permit excl usive pedestrian use, asis
donewith Menmorid Drivein thesummertime.

Nevethdess, it is antid paed that any new additions of open spacein critically deficient
neighborhoods will be difficultto achieve and arare occurrence.
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Retention of Open Space
A cordllary to thedifficulty of expanding the open spaceinventory, is theneed to prevent the
sites now in the open space system from falling prey to thedemands of other, often conpelling
uses. Such diversions were not uncommon in the past when schoadl s replaced parks regulay;
minor inaurgons for expanding or inproving aroadway arestill not unconmon. Theissues that
will regulaly facethe city are whether there are any ciraumstances under which an open space
should belog to another use and, in such ciraumstances, i s the loss of one kind of open space
more acceptabl ethan anatherkind.
"Useit orloseit" might bethe motto to sumup the fate of open spacefacilitiesin the
past andthe dangerthey facein thefuture.Pdicy 68 suggests tha except in the most unusud
circunstances, s0 unique that they cannot be foreseen in alvance, no open space should be lost Only under extraordinary cireum-
to other uses. Further, the vd ueof any open spaceshould not be measured, inthisregard, by the stamcas should existing open space

current intensity of its use for active recreation. Quite aside fromthe l ost patentid for future facilities ba eliminated from the
city's imventory for other uses; small,

. ) o ) ] ] pazsively or marely visually used
providevauesnply by diluting theimpact of the frenetic, cl uttered environment that facilities, should not be undervalusd

active use, the loss of green spaces which haveno activeuse at present is real . Such spaces

unavoidably characterizes any urban community like Cambridge. im this regard marehy for leck of in-
Policy 69 recogni zes that there is much open pace in the city, hdd in private ownership ensive or active recreational use.

and subject to the vagaries of the owner's future development intent, that is important and

valuableto dl citizens @ther directly through active use or indirectly as an amenity in the city's

environment, appredated by &l who pass by or though it. The city can be served in Very Tha gity should encourage the per-
material ways both by securing sudh facilities from destruction and by meking them ever more manent retention and protection of
avail abl etothe general public for direct use wheretha is appropriate. usaful, effactive, attractive private
opan spaca whather publichy acces-
sible or not, Community use of pri-
vate recreational and open space
facilitias im the city should ba an-
couraged at reasenable levels where
the private function of thase Tacilitias
would nat be impaired and whera
the recreational activity provided by
the private facility is not well served
in available public facilities,
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Maintenance of Open Sace

Pressure onthe city's open space inventory can arisewhen avail abl efacilities are not
usedbl e for thear intended pumpose because they arein disrepar. Thisin turn may be
because thefacility cannot sustan thewear and tear of useto which itissubject.In a
world of limited resources, how should the city bd ance acquidtion of open space
againg mai ntenance of the exi ging inventory? How shoul d the city bal ance l ower
cog invesment in awide rangeof facilitiesto address i mmedi ate needs agd nst
higher costinvesment inqudity facilities with greater durability but alimted range

ofimpact?

Repair, maintenance and timely An openspace sysemin aconstant gateof disrepar serves no onewell and

upgrading of existing facilities colors the perception of the utility and desrability of open space and recreati onal
should be the city’s highest fiscal
priority with regard to open space

and recreational facilities. The City
should explore, and adopt as appro-  recommends that thecity err on the side of quality construdion and mai ntenance and

priate, mechanisms whereby the timely upgrading of faciliti es es needs and demand change.
private sector can reasonably pro-

vide, assist in and/or contribute to

the maintenance of publicly useable

open space and recreational facili-

faciliti es for those who suffer their neglect. In an environment where choi ces nust be
mede, where the opti ons for publicintervention are severdy constraned, Policy 70

ties. Condition of city maintained
parks

Total not equal to 100 due to rounding
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A . MAPC's MetroPlan 2000

Cambridge is physicaly avery smdl place with jug over six square miles of land area
Whaever its problems and prospects, or however it choosesto defineits ided future, the
City'scharacter in the years ahead will be greatly influenced by actions & the regiond,
state, and Federd leve. Housing (money for affordable units) economic deve opment
(overdl state economy) and transportetion (priorities set by theStae) in paticular are
tempered by such influences. Withthisin mind, the City has actively supported the
efforts of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) in deve oping MetroPlan
2000, aRegionad Deve opment Plan for Metropolitan Boston.

In 1987, whenthe Metropolitan AreaPlanning Coundl initiged the MetroPlan 2000 planning
process the regi on was continui ng to show d gnsof stress fromtheinpacts of devd opment inthe
region. Traffic was growing by 4% per year leadingto seady increases in congestion and air poll u-
tion. Waer and sewer tregment facility capadty was ingreat demand. Theratio of hous ng cogsto
wages washigher in the Boson areathan any other metropolitan areain the naion. Theregion
seemed to be calling for avision for its future which would al ow economic devd opment totake
placein an efficient and well planned manner.

MetroPlan 2000 provides thisvision for future growth in the101 cities and townsin the
MAPC rggion. The basic tenet of the plan istha concentrating devd opment is economically and
environmentally more practical thanour current node of scattered growth. Concentrated devel -
opment encouragestransit, rideshari ng and pedestrian traffic thereby redud ng auto travel, traffic
congegion, air pollution and fuel consumption. In addition, this ty pe of devd opment reduces the
pressureto develop open space and environmentdly sensitive lands.

Theplanisdivided into three main sedions. Thefirst isthe regional devd opment plan which
describes the d assifi cati on of land use proposed for the metropalitan area. The second section is
conprisal of action recommendati onswhich are thetools for i mpl ementing the plan. Thethird and
final section of the plan will beacapitd i mprovement programwhich prioriti zes i nfrastructure
expenditures in the region acoordi ng to the goals of MetroPlan 2000.
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MAPC Regional Development Plan

Deve?opment Area Classifications Land Resource Protection Areas *

- Urban Area ////j Preserved

Multi-Service Area @ In Need of Protection
‘:' Suburban/Rural Area * Information shown here is preliminary. Only parcels of
100 acres or more are shown. See page 36 for further
Concentrated Development discussion of Land Resource Protection Plan.

Centers ( Not Shown )
Note: This map is a graphic approximationof the boundaries of the area classifications. For more detailed delineation, refer to the GIS map at a scale of 1:60,000.
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The Regionel Development Plan

MAPC has crested a regiond devdopment framework which
addresses the imba ance between economic growth and the resources
necessary to support it. The framework designates areas differentiated
by vaious leves of devdopment potentid and naturd resources. A
basic foundation of this plan is to encourage future growth to teke
place in a concentrated manner.

There are four primary land use dassificaions in the gan:
-TheUrban Areaistheareawithin 112 mile of therapid trangt system
-The Multi-Service Areais the areaouts de the urban area supplied
with publicsewer sevice.

-The Suburban\Rurd Areahas no public sewer service.

-TheLand ResourcesProtection Areaisto be preserved as pat ofa
network of open gpaceincluding critical environmental areas and unique
landscape features.

Each of these cl assifi cati onsis mapped on figurel to show the areas of
the region which needto beprotected as wdl asthose areastha are
appropriate for devd opment. Theland resources protegionplan andthe
devd opment plan daaare currently beingupdated and refined.

Within each of those four cl asg fi cations are Concentrated D evd opment
Centers. These centers are characteri zed by the exi sence of or patentid for
sugtaining mixed use concentraed devd opment. Generd criteriafor these
centersindude: thefeasibility or avalability of public trangoortati on services,
the exigenceof or plan for the achi everment of 10% affordable housng in the
hos community, existing or proposed waer and sewer capadty and adesgn
and locati on which contributesto areduction in auto travd.

Most patentid development Stes in Cambridge arelocated within the
Urban Areawhidh isdefined ashaving the foll owing charaderistics

-Patentia high densty devd opment (FAR > 2.0)
-Public waer and sewer

-Residentid, commercial and industrial development
-Devd opment focused around trandt systems
(espeddly wdking diganceto trangt S0ps)
-Linkageto neighborhoods for affordabl e hous ng
-Protedion of open space encouraged
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Within the Uban Area are three subd assifications conprising the Utban
Economic Core, Urban Growth Centers and Utban Centers. The Urban
Economic Coreisthe commercia heart of the Region and includes theNorth
Point, Eas Cambridge and Kendall Square devd opment areas of Cambridge
and probably extending to include Univerdty Park. Urban Growth Centers
areareas tha will grow subgtartidly in the future. Alewife is consdered an
Urban Growth Center. Urban Centers are established aress tha will
experience mostly in-fill devdopment and would include the Cerntral,
Harvard and Porter Square areas of Canbridge.

While enoouraging growth inthe Urban Areaof theregiontha iswithin
walking diganceto transt, MetroPlan 2000 a o di scourages devel opment not
served by transit whichwould ind udein Canbridgesuch aress as lower
Cambridgeport andthe areaalong Menvorial Diiveatthe
Canbridgeport/Rverside border .

Action Recommendations

The second sedtion of the planis made up of 68 action recommendations. These
are the tod s for the implementaion of the plan. The recommendations were
devdoped by seven policy conmittees which meet regularly to discuss the
problems facing theregionin the areas of economi ¢ development, facility siting,
housing, land resources, solid waste, transportaion and waer resources. The
conmmittees' reconmendations indude actions regarding spedfic technology,
funding mechanismns, genera palides, and spedfic MAPC actions in each policy
area.

Although afull presentation of all action agendaitems along with a
discussion of objedives and possibl einplementaion mechani sms are found in
the actual MetroPlan 2000 document, asummary is presented here.

Economic Devel opment

MetroPlan 2000 has singled out three mgjor issuestha thregentheregion's
econony. They are: amismatch between theskills offered by avail able workers
and the ills demanded by emerging job opportunities thelack ofjob
opportunities which can offer middleincome wagesto those lacking college
educaions; and inadequaelocd, regiond and stae control over the

devd opment process and infrastrucurei nvestment. Fromthese isaues,
recommendations have been mede, the god of whidch isto preserve and enhance
economic diversity within the region, rei nforce its economi ¢ strength, and
provide employment for its red dents.
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Facility Siting

Siting of facilities hasbecomeincread ngly difficult as probl erms

ranging fromprison overcrowding to lack of waste di spasal facilities
remain unreolved. Thereis aneed in our regionto inprove and streamine
siting processesto ensuresuccessful development of needed projeds. Many
of the probl ens encountered today center on perceived need for additional
facilities, fairness in existing processes, and thelad of coordinaion
between vari oussiting entiti es. MetroPlan 2000 mekes severa
recommendati ons which could help in thesiting of necessary regional
facilities.

Housing

Adgjuae and affordable housingis acriticd pieceoftheregion's

devd opment plan for the future. MetroPlan 2000 recommendations present
programs and concepts that address the most press ng housing issues facing
theregion: an insufficient supply of hous ng to acoomnodatethe future
employment growth; an inability of communitiesto meet the gate required
10% affordablegod; and adedreto keep hous ng permanently affordable.
Thegoa isto assure adequae and sufficient permanently affordable
housingto provide for the diverseneeds of the region's popul &ion and its

current and futurewonr d force.

Lend Resource.

MetroPlan 2000 ind udes a st of recommendations the god of which is the
protection of environmentd and recregtiond resourceswithin the region to
enhancethequdity of life and proted thepublic health. These resources
ind ude environmental, recreati onal, historic, visud and culturd resources,
such as views, landmarks and areas of specid |ocaiond charager which
define"asense of place".

Solid Waste

Solid wastedigposd is aproblemwe can no longer ignore. Solid waste
generaion rates and current digposal pradicesin therggion indicatetha
more than onethird of the MA PC communities will run out of solid waste
digposal cgpacity within the next ten years. MetroPlan 2000
recommendations center around thegod of conmunities working togeher
to develop and integratesolid waste management systens.
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Transportation

For transportaion, the thrust of MetroPlan 2000 has been to re-
versethetrend toward longer commutes, to reduce therdiance on
single-ocaupancy vehides and to inmprove the options for auto-
free commuting. In the MetroPlan 2000 recommendations, the
enphasis ison conslidaingtravd anddemand to a s$rong urban
econonic core and to concentrated growth centers. The hope is
tha in this environment, carpoding, vanpoading, wadking and
bigycling, in addition to trendt, will be feasible to a far greater
extent thantoday . Towards this end, MAPC proposes tha a new
regiond transportaion plan be developed induding capita
progranmming and projed prioritization tha is based upon the
vigon offered by MetroPlan 2000.

Water Resources

Based upon exi ging sysemcapacities, future waer and sewer demand
projections, and thestaus of water qudity, MetroPlan 2000 recommends a
focus onthe mai ntenance and upgrading of the exi sting water supply and
wadewatertreatment sysems. The god is to provide adequae service to
theregion and to protect; water supplies; wetlands; and coastd resources.

Capital Investment Program

MAPCis currently prioritiz ng infrastrudure expenditures in the region
according to MetroPlan 2000. This annually updaed Cepital Invetment
Program(CIP) will bethethird section of the Plan. This programwill be
devdoped by the MAPC policy conmittees and gaff with input fromsub-
regions and communities. The programwill includeprogjects which require
the expenditureof funds fromstate and federal sources or fromquasi-
independent authoriti es. Regiond investments inwateiworks, severage and
wagewatertreatment systems, trangortati on, hous ng, and purchases to set
asideland resources will be prioritized in the CIP .

Planning Process

The action reconmendations of MetroPlan 2000 establish aregiond
framework for the i mplementati on of poli cies adopted in MetroPlan 2000.
The plan cannot work without publicinput and support nor can theplan be
implemented in arationd way without regional coordinaionofall
component poli cies. MetroPlan 2000 offers several waysto reinforcethe
current regiond planning process and tointegraeregiond isues into the
locd planning process andlocd planning issues into the regiond planning
process.
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B. Background Data

Total & Household Population of Cambridge

The popul aion of Cambridgehas fal len steadily sncel1950, though inthe past decadeit has

begun to gahilize at 95,802. Declinehas ocaurred mainly in the popul ation which livesin
househal ds, whil e the number of peoplein "group quarters” -mainly students in college
dorms -has remained stable.

130000
120000
110000
100000
90000
80000
70000
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990
@ Total Persons  =====Clmmm==H Pop
1
Household Group Qtrs % in Grp
Year Population Population Population Qtrs
120,740 107,676 13,064 12.1%

100,316 88,502

3 3

1 "Group Quarters™ = college residences,
nursing homes, shelters & jails.
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Population Trends
Canbridge popul &ionis projededto dedinevery gradually in the coming
decades, but will likely levd off around 90,000.
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Family and Household Trends
The nunber of househal ds in Canbridgehas grown substantialy 9nce1950, but the average sizeof
housend dshasshrunk, from an average of 3.27 persons perhousehald in 1950 t02.08in 1990.
Changes in living arrangements, or "household conposition," have created smeller households.
Important changes indude fewer families, fewer families with children, and more people living
aoneor with roommates. A family, by us Census definition, is any household with more than one
person whose menbers are related by birth, marriage, or adoption. In 1990, over 40% of al
Canbridge households induded jug one person. In 1950, families conprised 9 out of 10
housend ds today, less than hdf (45%) arefamilies.

40000

35000
30000
25000
20000
15000
10000

5000

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990

B Family Households ¥ All Housebolds

Pct. Family
Year Families Households HHs

1950 28,640 32,921 87.0%

57.3%

1990 17,575 39,405 44.6%

Persons/Family

Year Persons/Fam
1960 3.4
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Detailed Househa d Types: 1990

Anong famlies, alittle over aquarter are coupl eswith children; 40% are coupl es
without children, andonein sxfamiliesis headed by asing e parert.

Family Houssholds % Familiaa %% of Al Houssholds
E-:_ru'plu wo'hildren S _ _23.5%__ ) _I.E..T""-':E-
Couples wino Children. . 7174 408%  ©  182%
Single parent fawmilies 2564 16.3% 7.3%
Other family howseholds 2534 144%  64A%
Nonfamily Housaholds

Single Persons Alone 1a68a _ N _ ~ 423%
Boommenes 0 SIME R B
Total Housahalds 39405
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Age Structure

Canbridge has traditiondly had apopulaion "bulge" intheyoung alult age
group (20-34); this group expanded dramaticdly beéween 1950 and 1980 and
has level e off. The age groups with the largestincresses sncel980 were35-
44 and 45-54, as "baby boomers” grew into middle age. Therewas aslight
incresseinyoung children as wdl. As thase bom in theboomyears age, there
will beacorresponding risein d der midd e aged and senior personsin the
next 20years.

1960 1970 1980 1990

0-4 9,251 5,919 3,834 4,759

15-19 9,440 9,708 9,033 7,469

Total 107,716 100,361 95,322 95,802

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Race

Canbridge has becorme far morediverseradally over time; themnority
population, 5%in 1950, now mekes up over 28% of all residents. Though
African American and foreignbom black res dents represent the largest
minority, the Adan popul ation hasgrown substantially, topping 8% of al |

residents. Closeto 7% are of Hispanicbackground. Fifty percent ofthe
public schod popul a&ion was of minority badkground in 198889, up from
38%in1981.

Total White Black Otheor
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1950
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Detailed Race

Thecity's growing diversity is fueled by inmigration. Thelargest groups of newcomers
have emigrated fromPortuguese-gpeaki ng naions (Portugd, Cape Verde, Brazil),
Centrd and South America, andthe Caribbean. In patiaular, many havearived fromEl
Salvador, Columbi g, the D omini can Republic, Jamei ca, and Puerto Rim. Other sources
of newcomersindude Africa, Indiaand Eastem Europe.

1980 1990
Number % Total Number % Total
White, Non-Hispanic 75,793 79 68,550 71.6%

American Indian,
Eskimo, Aleutian Isl.
(Non-Hispanic)

Cuban 279 0.3% 254 0.3%
Other, Non-Hispanic 1,169 1.2% 350 0.4%
Total 95,322 100.0% 95,802 100.0%
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L and Use and Devd opment

This 1985 edimete of land use in Cambridgewas prepared from aerial
photogrgph andysis in orderto compare |and use changes in the metro-
politan areaover the past two decades. The procedureis more effective
for subumban and rurd areas where there are drametic changes from
natural areasto urbanland uses. Whilethe andysis misses the subtleties
of the city'sland use cmpostion- for exanple, it has no category for
ingitutions-it provides auseful sngpshaot of the generd bdance of usesin
the city's development pattern.

Other Industrial
5% 7%

Commercial
Other Open 13%
Space/Water
27%
Public Open
Space - Residential
8% 40%

Source: Metropolitan Area Planning Council based on interpretation of aerial
photography at the University of Massachusetts at Amberst.
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Commercial Devd opment

Canbri dge experi enced unprecedented growth in thepast decade, adding doseto 10
million square feet of commercia space, and over 1000 hotd rooms. Nearly hdfof
this development occurred in Eag Canbridge, where software and biotechnology

fi rms thrive where mekers of footwear and soap once good. By mntrad, less than 2
million square feet of commercia spacewas constructed beween 1960 and 1979.
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Planned or

Comploted Complatad Projected

1960-1879 1980-1991 1992-2010

Aleswife 20,000 1,152,900 2,332,000

Combridgepors 0 gss000 1193000

Fast Cambridge ) L0 3917200 ' 971,000

e Lisssp. . 32s0000 142,000

Mass Ave (Central 439,000 221,000 102,000
to Harsard Sq)

HervardSq . 105000 7 52000 248300

Morth Mass Ave i} 284,000 25,000
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TOTAL 1722527 8,445, 760 6. 306 500

{1): It class office, RevD and some retail 1980-91;
Ist clsss office only 1960-79,
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Hotel Devel opment

For thenext 20years neally 1200 hotd rooms arein theplanning stage.

Area Project Rooms

Alewife Alewife Center 200

Kendall Square One Kendall 300

North Point
Total: Rooms/Suites Planned/Potential 1146
Rooms/Suites Constructed 1980-1991 1054

Commercial Buildout and Potential Buildout

Areas formerly dedicated to industrial uses have been the focus of plan-
ning and rezoning activity for the past decade. The Alewife area has the

greatest potential for additional development.

Location Lot Area Floor Area FAR Built Out

(1): Rezoning area only
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Cambridge Employment: Public and Private, 1980-2010
Owver 10,000 (net) new jobs were created in the 1980s.

Yaar Jobs

o i

Public and Private Job Growth
Cambridge may add up to 7000 new jobs by the year 2000; modest
growth or stability is projected for the following decade.

14000
112000
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TRETHRY

1980 1355 T893 199§ 2000 2005 2014
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Sonree: itar Area Plenning Council; MA E
MTMW rea Planning Coun Drepe. of Employment
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Remident Unsmploymesnt

Low rates of unemployneene scenmpanicd the robust development climate
of the 1980, Jobless rates have climbed since then, from a 1987 bow of
ariungd 2%, 1o an average of £% in 1991,

1959 1920 19594

19§} 195X J9RY 934 [I9R5F R8s J9ET
Yoar

I95e

Eiviplayivent in Cainbsidge Companiee by Tndustrg

K develo continued hang term trenads in the sconomy, Tweniy
years apd, one in four privare jobs in Cambridge companies was in pro-
duetiom of poods {manufactaring and conmruction]; less than half were in
services of finamces, insurance and resl estace. Today, neardy thoee gquar-
rers of all jobs in Cambeidge companies are service-oriented, while less

than one in ten is devored o goods producrion.
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Cambridgs Employmant by lndustry, 1972

Servican/FIRE
41%

Combridgs Employmant by Indusiry, 1990
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Reddent Employment
Jobs hdd by Cambridge resdents also reflect industrial changes.
In 1950, 40% worked in illed and semiskilled "blue collar"
trades, while less than one quater worked in professiond,
technicd and managetial jobs. In 1980, anost hdf of al
residents hd d profess onal managerid jobs, and about one in six
worked in blue cdllar fields.
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Employment Change 1987-1990, by Date Companies Were Established in
Cambridge
A 1991 suvey of 91 Canbridge enployers further illumnaed these trends. Job
growth is focused in new, knowl edge-based cormpanies, | el by business services such
as software, research and consulting, and medicd and biotechnical employers. Older
firms specializng in produdng goods or providing personal services tend to be
declining or gable.

Mature conpani es, on average, reduced thar empl oyment by 10% between 1987
and 1990 while new mnpanies had average growth raes of over 120%.

About half of the cormpani es estebli shed prior to 197510st jobs, but only 18% of
the compani es established ncel985 experienced employment dedine.
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Expected Employment Changes by | ndustry, 1992-1995

Thetrends of the recent pag are expected to continue. The Medicd/ Biotechnical
and the Finance Insurance Real Estate Business Services sedors will emontinue to
expand but less rapidly than they have, and the Goods Producers and
Customer/Persond Services both anticipated moderate expansion to replace their
recent dedine. Educati on should remain asteady source of over one in five of the
city'sjobs.

Virtudly all Medicd/Biaotechnicd companies surveyed expect enployment
expanson inthe nextthreeyears, but most antid pae job growth of no morethan
25%oftheir current total empl oyment.

70% of FIRF/Business Servi ce repondents anti cipatenet job expans on.

Education

Bio-Medical/Bio-
Technical

FIRE/Business

Services

Customer/Person
al Services

Goods
Production
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Expected Employment Changes by

Occupational Category, 1992-1995

Job growth for "technidans" |ed all other occupationsin job growth andis expected to
continue. Profess onal and sd es'marketing jobs are al 0 projeded to rise. Candidaes
with educati on beyond high school have the most opportunities.

Professional

Managerial

ales/Marketing

Technicians

Unskilled

killed Crafts &

Production

Clerical

Service

# % of Firms B % of Firms 8 % of Firms

Expecting Expecting Expecting
Employment Employment Employment
Stability Growth Decline
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Why Companies L eave Cambridge
25% of all Cambridge cmonpanies rate the probability that they will say in Cambridge for the
next threeyears assomething less than very likdy.
Conpanies establishedin the 1950's and 1960's are the no4 likely to consider |eaving. 21 of
the 23 companies that arelessthan sureto say in Canbridge were esablished in 1975 or
earlier.
Other than Educaion, FIRF/Bud ness Servicesis the sedor nmost likely tostay in Cambridge.
GoodsProducers and Customer/Personal Servicefirms arethe most likely to consider | eaving.
Rent Costs/ §
Lease Issues
Insufficient Space/ y
Land for Expansion

Political/Regulatory "
Environment

Transportation and ||
Access Issues

Parking Costs/ §
Availability, Etc.

Quality of Space/ |

acilities

Labor Costs

Safety

Where Else Cambridge Employers Would Consider Locating

The cost and availability of real estate are by far the biggest factors for firms
that consider leaving Cambridge. The relative cost pressures on Cambridge
commercial tenants have intensified in recent years due to the rapid decline in
suburban real estate rents. The relatively high cost of the City's commercial
space represents a genuine threat to employment stability.

Inside Rte 128
Outside Rte 128
Outside of MA™

Boston

Other MA
Locations
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years ago, 3 out of 4 locd enployeeslived either in Cambridge or in abutting towns wdl-
served by public transit. Today, jug over haf of the city's enployees live neaby,

As the economy of Cambridge hasshifted, so has the home base of its work force. Twenty

Home L ocation for Cambridge Employee
while.48% commutein from noredigant |ocaions.
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39.9%
39.5%

0%
1986 % Change
38997
322964

100

0%
1970

27866
231561

100

Arlington, Belmont, Boston, Brookline,

Cambridge
Abutting Towns

From1970 to 1986, thenumber of cars regi seredin Carbridge rose by nearly 40

percent, degpiterelativdy little changein popul ation and amgjor investmentin

Source: US Census (1970 ¢& 1980 data); Cambridge Commuter
Mobility Program Survey representing 12,700 empleyees (1990

data)
expanding andinproving thepublic transit system

Grand Total

(1) Abutting Towns
Somerville, Watertown
Automobile Registration
Background Data



Cambridge Employees Means of Commuting, 1980
Nearly halfof all enployees in Cambridge workplaces ( 4-3%) rely on singleoccupancy
vehiclestoget to work, according to the 1980 Cenaus, while onein five uses publictransit

and onein six commutesin acar or van pod.

Single
% of Employees Home Occ. Car/Van Public
by Home Location Loc. Vehicle Pool Transit Bike Walk Other

All Cambridge

o, [+

2%

est of the

(1) Abutting Towns: Arlington, Belmont, Boston, Brookline,
Somerville, Watertown. Source: US Census 1980

Cambridge Resident L abor Force Means of Commuting, 1980

Resi dents of Cambridgewhowork here are norelikdy to wdk to work thanto driveor use
other means of transport. Over 45%in 1980 walkedto Cambridge workpl aces, while one
fourth droveby thensel ves. Among residents working in abutti ng towns, one hal f used

public transit, and d asetoonethird relied on s ngle ocaupancy vehicles.

Single
% of Employees Work Occ. Car/Van Public
by Work Location Loc. Vehicle Pool Transit Bike Walk Other

All Camnbridge
Empl

% 1

(1) Abutting Towns: Arlington, Belmont, Boston, Brookline,
Somerville, Watertown. Source: US Census 1980
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Vehicle Milesof Travel (VMT) by Trip Purpose for Auto Trips with an Origin or
Destination in Cambridge, 1987

Journeys bewean home and work account for overhalfofall milestravded by carintrips
which bagin or end in Cambridge. Onethird of the mileageis travd ed by non-residents
working in Cambridge. About 33% of thetotd daily traffic on Canbridge arterid dreetsis
through tri ps with nopaint of origin ordegination in Cambridge.

Cambridge Region
% of % of
Trip Purpose VMT Total VMT Total

1,874,680 %

Non Home-based Trips 513,447 15.6% 7,912,970 12.4%

Total 3,285,074 100.0% 63,982,373 100.0%

Source: Central Transportation Planning Staff

The Federa Clemn Air Act, as amended in 1990, requires tha no urban area exceed
unhedthy air conditions more than four times in any three year period. When these
standards are exceeded for smog-forming conpounds, an air quality designdion is assigned
to theregion. Our metropolitan areaisded gnated as noderate for carbon monoxide and as
serious for hydrocarbon emi ssons. The serious designaion means that we must reduce air
pollution emissions by 15% by 1996 and an aditional 3% annudly urtil we have achieved
areduction in emissions totding 30%. This is al to be achieved with autormobile travel
currently incressing & arate of over 3% per year.
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Growth in Housing Units
The nunber of hous ng units in Cambridgeincressed from33,437in1950 to 41,979 in
1990.

Year Total Occupied

1950 33437 32795

Homeowner ship Trends
Although there was considerabl e condominiumconvers on in the19705, Canbridge

remains acity of renters. Therate of homeownershi pincressed in the 19805, from
23%1030%, but thiswas dueto construction of new condomi niuns, rather than
converdon of rental $ok.

There is little over-crowding in Cambridge. Nealy 85% of the house holds
are"over-housda," i .e., between zero and 0.5 persons per room

Among ocaupied rentd units, about 56% are rent-controlled, one quarter are
merket rate (non-controlled}, and the remai nder are subsidi zed.

35000
30000
25000
20000
15000
10000
5000
0

Occupied Units

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990

Year

B Owned Rented

% Owner
Year Owned Rented Occupied

50

Source: US Census 1950-1990

B.22 Baclkground Data



Occupied Housng Units by Type

Rent-oontrolled and subdgdized units together comprise 53% of all units, but these units are not
easily accessibleto many low income renters, particuarly those with children. In adition, the
demand for subsidized units far exceeds the supply: there are over 4000 households on the
Canbridge Housing A uthority wating lists, of which 2000 livein Canbridge.

Type of Units Units % Total
Owner-occ. 11959 30%

Subsidized

Total: 39405 100.0%

Non-rent contr.

Ouwner-occ.
30%

Subsidized
12%

Rent Contr.
41%

Source: Goetze, Cambridge Housing Challenges, 6/90 US Census 1990. Note:
Counts for occupied rental units by type (subsidized, rent controlled and non-rent
controlled) are estimated.

38%of al Cambridge renters pay over 30% oftheir income for rent. Over halfof all city households
haveincomes bd ow 80% of the Boston area median income ($45,000 in 1989).

Rentsin non-controlled units, which average $950 for two bedroons and $1150 for three, require an
income of $38,000 and $46,000 ayear, respedively. These rents exceed thetypicd sal aiesofalocal
schodl teacher, secretary, computer programmer or car mechanic. Many Canbridge househol ds
reguire two geady inames to rent on theopen market.

Purchasing ahome at 1989 |evd swas affordabl e to just 18% of the city's househal ds. A $30,000
incomewas required to purchase ahome at the 1989 median pri ce of $231,000. While home prices
have dropped since then, homeownership remei ns beyond the reach of most Cambridge residents.
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Market Rents and Minimum Household Income Required

Minimum HH

Typical Income Required @

Apartment Size Rent 30% of Income
Studio $500 $20,000
1 Bedroom $650 $26,000
2 Bedroom $950 $38,000
3 bedroom $1,150 $46,000

Source: Goetze, Cambridge Housing Challenges, 6/90

Households by Income, % of Boston Area Median Income

Income Level % of all Households
50% or less of median income 31.1%
51-80% of median income 20.2%
81-120% of median income 20.9%
Over 120% of median income 27.7%

Cambridge Homes and Condominiums, 1987-1991 Median Prices

Year Residential Condo
1987 $221,625 $162,000
1988 $226,000 $165,000
1989 $231,000 $173,500
1990 $225,000 $168,300
1991 $200,000 $160,000

Source: Goetze, Cambridge Housing
Challenges, 6/90; Banker ¢ Tradesman.
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Cambridge Housing Affordability

HOUSING COSTS INCOME PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY
Purchase Price Monthly Cost/Rent
$299,000 $2,700 L $116,000
High Income Home -
$231,000 £2,100 [ 200% of Madian Income
Median Cambridge Single Family Home Home ——5590,000
$173,000 $1,600 C e
Median Priced Condominium = §67,500
— ian
$950 — Median Income MHFA Home Ownership
Market Rate 2-Bedroom Apartment ——338,000 Programs*
[ 80% Median Income | ____
$650 = R CDBG - Funded
Market Rate 1-Bedroom Apartment 526,000 Programs*
[~ 50% Median Income
$400 —
Median Priced Rent Controlled Apariment = $16,000 CHA Ronta
— Poverty Level Assistance*
@I Purchase :j Rental * 3 Person Housebold
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Cambridge Housing Affordability

FAMILY PROFILES HOUSING TYPES
- Affordasis  Birgwe of Warawl rwis  Maviet Rt AR
Al Wonthiy @  Mefamly Reneal Rarad Controlied  Nubsifized
lnsoms 0% i Income Ownanshlp  Cosdominiem TERADE  VBRAAp  Apsrimanmt  Housing
0B 17wt REwelr  2503wwi  1610Mwal 5003
M ofmock ™ofdock IE%ofdod Teofsod #0%ofsock 12% of sock
S8 TR0 Bilee O JdS0ma 40 3% of Mmoo
amitor and sonsmployed 14434 $361 sigble
spoase; | cld
Single ompuder e s sm - Fekgibl
e e s b it el
mﬂncw §5,584 5174 eliphle
Tooe Carmeiudpe opital 19,750 5744 yor v mal akpile
warkers;  cinkiren
%ﬁrww'ﬂﬁm 323,00 §373 ya ol alble
i
Tiwes first paar Cambricge [T TR (T, \ mot el
i gy - ] 1“_ akipible
Songle shilled swcratary; R4 607 - e il ekgbile
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Outdoor Recreation Areas by Typeand Users

Canbridge contdns 377 acres of public open gpace (Cambridgeport's Fort Washington contdns
about one acre). These parkl ands are evenly divided between adtive recreationd uses, such as ball
fieldsortat lots, and pass ve uses, such &s sitting areas with benches. The vast mgjority (85% ) of
this acreagei s used by peopl e fromthroughout Cambridge.

Type Acres % Total
Active Areas 185 49.1%
Passive Areas 192 50.9%
Total Area 377 100.0%
Neighorhood-oriented Areas: sS 14.6%
Citywide Oriented Areas: 322 85.4%

Park Conditions (under City responsihility)
Ofthe 68 paksunder City supervision, two thirdsofthemarein good or fair condition, while

about onein five faces serious probl ems or was rated totd ly unsati sfactory.

Condition Number Percent
Excellent 9 13.2%
Good 23 33.8%
Fairfminor problems 21 30.9%
Poor/serious problems 10 14.7%
Totally Unsatisfactory 5 7.4%
Total Parks 68 100.0%
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Data for Selected I nstitutions

This daais taken fromA ppendix C of the Report of the Mayor's Conmittee on University-
Community Relaionships, dated 9 December 1991. The four schools parti cipati ng on the
Mayor's Conmittee, Ledey College, Harvard Universty, Massachusetts Insti tuteof
Technol ogy and Cambridge College, provided theinformetion shown here & part of their
work onthe Mayor's Committee. Thecity has not ye cheded the land use informetion
againg city records, but intends to do so in the near future. In addition, the city intends to
seek daain thenear future on theother two ingitutions of higher educaion, the Episcopal
Divinity Schod and Wegon Schod of Theol ogy.

Cambridge

Harvard MIT Lesley College_
Population:
Students 14,530 9,100 2,312 1,019
Faculty 1,332 1,000 115 92
Staff 6,900" 8,100 244 45
Employees Living in
Cambridge Not Available 1,300 48 21

“Educational Facilities
(Tax Exempt)(in acres) 117 140 Not Available 0*?
On Cempus Housing:
Undergraduates (spaces) 8,000 4,000 03
470

Grad Students, Faculty 1,18 74 1,500 0
Payments to
Cambridge $6,200,000 $7,150,000  Not Available 0
Real Estate Taxes $3,300,000 $4,230,000
Payment-In-Lieu-Of-
Taxes (PILOT) $1,200,000 $810,000
Fees and Permits $1,700,000  $2,110,000

"The combined total of staff and faculty shown here, 7,233, differs with other
sources showing the total number of Harvard employees at over 9,000.

2Cambridge College owns no property in Cambridge. The school currently rents
taxable commercial space in Harvard Square for its operations.

3Cambridge College provides no housing for students and has no plans to do so in
the future.

*These are housing units and not spaces for individuals.
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Tax-exempt Land Area in Cambridge

Other Gov't Cambridge Education Non-Profit Religious CHA Total
Area 7,280,467 25,787,597 15,313,080 3,105,569 2,150,725 2,034,756 55,672,194
% of Total
Tax Exempt 13% 46% 28% 6% 4% 4% 100%
L. CHA
Religious 49, Other Gov't
[+)
Non-Profit 4% i 13%

6%

Education
28%

Cambridge
45%

Other Goverrment: Middlesex County, state and federal properties. Also in this category are
properties owned by state authorities such asthe Mass. Bay Transportation Authority (MBT A) and
the Mass. Water Resources Authority (MWRA).

Camhbridge all City-owned property including Canbridge Hospital .

Education: properties owned by educational institutions and containing academic
uses. This category comprises private primary and secondary schools, such as Shady
Hill; coleges and universities; and schools with gpecial aurriaula such as the Longy
Schod of Music.

Non-Profit: propertieswith a wide variety of usesincluding hospitals; social service
agencies, such asthe Red Cross, community centers, such asthe Margaret Fuller House; and
charitable organizations.

Religious: churchesandchurch related properties, most of which are small sites scattered
throughout the city. The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Boston is the largest land owner in this
category, holding approximately 1,335,509 square feet on nearly 50 sitesin the city.
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Cambridge Commercial Property, Square Feat

Lot Area Building Area Valus

Harvard 450,238 G5 480 F128. 697 200
MIT 2,286 985 1,511,204 5165028000
Ohther [rstitutions 503,711 156,848 J48.441,700
Total Institutions 2,270,954 2,563,532 $346, 166,900
Oiher Owmers 28,424 440 28,216,494 §3,146,950,000
Total Taxable

Comnmda 31495334 30750026 83453146300

B.30 Baclground Data



Iinstiutions] Taxabls Commarcial Propasrty

2 288,908

1501, 204

Square Fact

AL ARG

480,208 03,731

Hareatrad AMIT Chiher
Fresfritwd oy

Lot Area W Ewildig Area

Cambridgs Commarcial Propsmy Dwnarship

rf O e ] 28,26 404
¥
4
KR ELEEIT] 2 Eai NEE -
Lad Avea Bwildimg Ared
W Tl Foerdéudbog it Chupwiors

Baclground Data B.31



C. Glossary

Affordablehousing genaaly refers to housing occupied by persons or households
with aninaome of | ess than 80% of metropolitan areamedian income, and for
which the household pays no more than 30% of its income. In Cambridge, because
of the high cost of hous ng, some sort of subsidy is usudly requiredto createor
preseve affordablehous ng.

Arterial streets provide for through traffic and connect principal areasof activity
within the city whil e also providing for direct access to abutting land. The arteria
sygemshould hd p to define red denti al neighborhoods and commercial aress.

Commerdal districts are patsof the city with apredominance of commercial
activity, including retail uses such @ shops, cafes, restaurants, and bus ness uses,
which are also generally referred to as offi ces.

Two Conservation Districts in the Harvard Square and Mid-Cambridge
neighborhoods havebeen esablished by the Gty Council and are administered by
commi ttees of resi dents working with the Cambridge Historicd Commission.
Thesedistricts provide for very grid review of architectural changes and ind ude
somediscreionin the amount of development allowed.

The Demolition Ordinance, adopted by the City Cound| and administered by the
Canbridge Higorical Commission, requires that the Commission review the
denolition of any srucure50 years or dder; ifthe building is found to be
preferably preserved, the Commission maey delay issuanceof the Building Permit
for 6 months, while an dternaive todenolition is sought. If noneis found, the
structure may then bedemolished.

Density of development refers to the degree of concentrati on of square footage of
abuilding on its site. Floor arearatio (FAR) measures density by comparingthe
square footageof abuilding to its Ste at .5 FARthe building areaishal f that of
thedte a1l FAR, theseareequd, at 2 FARthebuilding areaistwicetha ofthe
site, etc.
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Design review is the process of studying an archited's proposal for a building to see if
improvements can be made, on the bas sof some defined criteria. In Cambridge, design
review provisions arerather conplexand vay from area to area. The basis for review
may beset inthe Zoning Ordinance, in guiddines suppl ementing the Ordinance, or in
speda ordinances adopted by the City Coundl (e.g. the Mid-Cambridge Neighborhood
Consavaion Digrid).

Dimensiona bonuses are provis ons of the Zoning Ordinancewhi ch all ow more | enient
building haghts or sebadks from property lines in exchange for some defined public
benefit, such as alherence to adesign plan or preservaion of historic buil dings.

Downzoning refers to achangein zoning which diminishes the amount of devd opment
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

Industrial districts are those pats of Canbridge which have been centers for
traditional indugrid uses, such as Alavife and pats of Eas Camrbridge and
Cambridgeport.

I nfragtructurerefers to the roadways and utilities (including waer, sewer, el edric, gas,
and td ephone) serving thecity.

I nstitutional uses are nonprofit public and private entities such aslibraries, churdes,
pog offices, schools, coll eges, and universities.

Institutional Overlay Districts have been defined in the Zoning Ordinance their
purposeisto prevent the growth of ingitutions in thelower density residentid districts
of Canbridge.

Linkage, liketaxation, is based on the concept tha devd opment should bear some of
thecosts ofitsinmpact on the conmunity. In Cambridge, there is a $2 per square foot
linkage payment regui red for commercial devel opmentswhich require aSpedal Pernit;
thefirst 30,000 square feet is not subject to linkage.

Market forces refers to economic factors of supply and demand which, anong other
effects, may meke a particular type of development more or less profitable and thus
more or | esslikely to happen than ancther type.

MetroPlan 2000 is a document produced by the Metropolitan AreaPlanning Council
with theintent of creating avison for future growth in the 101 cities and towns in the
Boston region.
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Mixed-use refers to a building or area in which several uses coexis, such as
Charles Square, with its office, retail, hotel, and red dences, or Mass. Ave, with
itsmxofresidentid, office, and retail uses.

Neighborhood character is an imprecise term which attempts to sunmarize the
varigy of phydcal attributes tha meke a neighborhood "feel" a certain way.
Character is certanly influenced by thepredominant architectural styles, by types
of buildings (e.g. tripledeckers or brick apartment buildings), by dimensonal
aspeds such @ stre¢ widths and building heghts and setbacks, and by
landscaping of yards and streds.

Neighborhood study processes have been undetaken by the Conmunity
Devdopment Depatnment in severd nedghborhoods (East Canbridge, North
Canbridge, Riversde, Area 4, and Wdlington-Harrington) and will eventually
cover the entire city. The purpose of these studies is to claify each
neighborhood's i mege andto egablish a programfor its future evolution.

North Point is the northeagenmost portion of Cambridge, separaed from East
Canbridge by the Msgr. OBrien Highway. The controversid ranps for the
Centrd Artery will belocated partialy in North Point, partially in Charestown.

Open spaceloosdy refers to unbuilt parts of the city. Most often, it is meant to
refer only to public paks, playgrounds, and spaces like the Fresh Pond
reserveion and the Charles River and its banks at cther times, the term may
indude private spaces, like Harvard Y ad, the Lotus Headquarters courtyard in
Eagt Canbridge, and Jerry'sPond inAlewife.

Planned Unit Development is a designéion in the Zoning Ordinance. This is
typicdly a district which allows development exceeding tha permitted in the
"base district." In order to qualify for the additiond square footage or heght of
devd opment, spedfied public benefits are required, such as adherence to an
approved master plan or provis on of open gace.

Research and devel opment refers to business enterprises doing just wha the
nameinplies; dthough thisis not an official zoning term "r & d" firms are most
commonly locaedin officeor industrid areas.

Retail uses in Canbridge are allowed in many didrids, including business,
indugrial, and some Planned Unit Development areas. Most residentid and office
digricts do nat alow new retal use, athough there are many stores or cafes
which are "grandfathered” sincethey were in existence before the zoning was
established.
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The Riverfront is a term often used in reference to the East Canmbridge
Riverfront, from the L ong fellow Bridge to the Museumof Science.

Scheme Z was the name given to the Sate's origind plan for the massive
Centrd Artery interchange and associaded Chales River crossng. The City
has suedthe Staeto requirethat a saisfactory redesign be inplemented, and
negoti ations are gill underway to that end.

Section 8 Rental Assistanceis a federal program of rental payments to
privateland ordson behal f of lower income tenants. Under this program, the
tenant pays 30% of household incme to thelandlord, and the remainder of
the rent is paid from the federa funds. In Cambridge, the program is
administered by the Cambridge Housing Authority, which sets the rent for the
unit, with maximum rents established by HUD as the local area fair merket
rents.

SHARP is a date rentd asd gance program operated through the Massa-
chusetts Housing Finance Agency (MHFA) to provide rentd subsidies
to housing projects with MHFA bdow-maket-rate financing to fill
the ggp between what low and moderate income tenants could afford
to pay as rent and the income needed to pay the financing costs and
other operating expenses. The SHARP program is no longer available
for new projects.

Special Permits are given by the Board of Zoning Apped or the planning
Board when it is deermined that a patiaular project is reasonable at the
locaion whereit isbeing proposed. A specid permit will normally be granted
unlesstheproposal failsto meet the specid permit criteria esteblished in the
Zoning Ordinance. The Boads have the power to attach conditions as
necessary.

The State | mplementation Plan is theprogramby which the Connonwealth
of Massachusettswil | comply with thegods contanel in the Transportaion
Control Plan for the Méropalitan Boston Interstae Air Qudity Control
Region as pronulgated by the United Sates Environmentd Protection
Agency (EP A) and mandaed by the Federal Aean Air Ad as amended in
1990.
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The Townhouse Ordinancewas concaved inthe lae 1970s as a way to alow
sonme flexibility in housing desgn and density in certan digrids while, a the
sametime, avoiding the " Arlington Pillbox" type of apartment building, which
could be built as-of-right with negative impacts on ndghborhood character.
Unfortunaely, the nunber of townhousd condominium projects that were built
was unexpectally large, filling in too many badk yards. Thus, in thelate1980s the
ordinancewas revised to €lim nate most of the bonus provision

Traffic Mitigation can indude drategies and formulas that the city can support
and/or requireto reduce the nunmber of single-occupant vehides. This menu can
indude conputerized rideshaing, incentives to capool and vanpod, and
encouragement of transit use as well as bicyding and waking.

The Transportation Management Program refers to the City's effort to
encourage aternaivesto the autormobile carrying only its diiver- incentives and
requirements hase been devd opedin Canrbridge for carpoaling, vanpoading, and
the use of mass trandt, including buses, the subway, and commuter rail. In
addition, bigycle usageis bang activdy encouraged.

Urban Design is an evolving disdpline which relates to planning and to
architecture. Its focusis on physicd design, bringing together agpects of building
des gn withthe design of outdoor spaces, both public and privee. In Canbridge,
urban desgn plans and guiddines have been created to supplement the Zoning
Ordinance in guiding thegrowth of severa pats of the city, such as the East
Canbridge Riverfront and Harvard Sjuare.

A Varianceis alayal relief valve by which a property owner may obtan an
exemption from the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. The petitioner must
establish tha a hardship exists particular to the lot in question, and the Boad
nust find that granting the variancewill nat harmthe public good.
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